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Response to Comment from Lower San Joaquin Levee District, San 
Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority, San Luis and Delta-
Mendota Water Authority 
EC4-1: A response to this comment was provided Tuesday, May 31, 2011, extending the 
comment period to September 21, 2011, in response to requests. 
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3.8.8 Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 
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Response to Comment from Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 
FMFCD-1: Comment noted. Text has not been revised. 
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3.8.9 Fresno County Board of Supervisors 
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Responses to Comments from Fresno County Board of Supervisors 
FRES-1a: The PEIS/R does not claim that impacts would be limited to Friant Division 
contractors and their water users. Potential impacts are described throughout the study 
area, including the San Joaquin River upstream from Friant Dam, the San Joaquin River 
from Friant Dam to the Delta, the Delta, and the CVP and SWP water service areas, as 
shown in Figure 1-1 of the Draft PEIS/R.  The commenter states that mitigation measures 
proposed in the Draft PEIS/R would negatively impact all recreational users in Fresno 
County, including fisherman, boaters, swimmers, and waders on the Kings River and the 
San Joaquin River.  Mitigation measures are measures to mitigate for impacts that were 
determined to be potentially significant or significant.  Mitigation measures for 
potentially significant and significant impacts to recreational use of the San Joaquin River 
are discussed in Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” of the Draft PEIS/R, including Mitigation 
Measure REC-3, REC-4, REC-5, REC-9, and REC-12. Based on commented FRES-3 
and FRES-5, it is assumed that the commenter is concerned about mitigation measures 
REC-4 and REC-12. These measures are discussed below. 

Mitigation Measure REC-4 (page 21-35 of the Draft PEIS/R) would enhance public 
fishing access and trout populations on the Kings River below Pine Flat Dam to better 
accommodate anglers displaced from Reach 1 who choose to travel to the Kings River. 
Specific actions to enhance public fishing access and trout populations would be 
determined during subsequent site-specific NEPA/CEQA evaluation of Chinook salmon 
reintroduction, but could include fish habitat enhancement projects in the river, fish 
stocking, fish population monitoring, hatchery production of catchable trout, public 
education, and/or public outreach. The Draft PEIS/R concluded that the actual number of 
anglers displaced to the Kings River would be relatively small and, after implementation 
of Mitigation Measure REC-4, would not impact angling opportunities on the Kings 
River. 

While some displaced anglers could travel to the Kings River below Pine Flat Dam 
(approximately 40 miles southeast of Reach 1), others may choose not to fish, or could 
elect to pursue other fishing opportunities in the vicinity of Reach 1, such as warm-water 
sport fishing in isolated gravel pits and ponds along Reach 1, or angling opportunities 
upstream from Millerton Lake. For a number of reasons, it is likely that some portion of 
the approximately 1,600 anglers displaced from the San Joaquin River would be attracted 
to sites other than the Kings River.  Also, San Joaquin River anglers who may be 
displaced by the SJRRP to the Kings River would likely be dispersed to the several park 
sites providing fishing access, reducing the increase in angling pressure at any one site.  
Therefore, even if all of the approximately 1,600 San Joaquin River anglers, and their 
approximately 18,000 days of annual angling activity, were displaced to the Kings River 
(which is highly unlikely as described above), it would represent only about 12 additional 
anglers per site per day during the peak season.  In addition to on-stream trout angling 
opportunities at the Kings River, San Joaquin River anglers have the opportunity to fish 
for trout at 83-acre Avocado Lake (adjacent to the Kings River), as the lake is also 
stocked with trout by DFG.  This could further reduce the additional fishing pressure on 
the Kings River from displaced San Joaquin River anglers. 
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It should also be noted that the Kings River receives 25,000 sub-catchable “put and 
grow” fish annually (KRFMP 2008), which the San Joaquin River does not receive. 
Additionally, the planned improvements of the Kings River Fisheries Management 
Program and others to trout habitat at numerous sites on the Kings River are also likely to 
increase the capacity of the fishery in the long term. These considerations contribute to 
the capacity of the Kings River trout fishery to absorb additional angling pressure. 

Under Mitigation Measure REC-4, specific actions to enhance fishing access would be 
developed in cooperation with the Kings River Conservancy and State and local agencies 
participating in ongoing park and river access construction and enhancement projects. 
Example projects include construction of the Kings River Access Park or similar facilities 
to provide anglers and others with amenities such as nonmotorized boat launches, parking 
areas, restrooms, information kiosks, and picnic tables. In addition, specific actions to 
enhance trout populations could be developed in cooperation with the Kings River Water 
Association, Kings River Conservation District, and DFG in support of the Kings River 
Fisheries Management Program Framework Agreement and Fisheries Management 
Program. Specific actions to enhance trout populations may include fish habitat 
enhancement projects in the river, fish stocking, and fish population monitoring. Actions 
could also include hatchery production of catchable trout, particularly if the San Joaquin 
Hatchery reduces trout production as a result of producing salmon in support of 
implementing the Settlement. In addition to enhanced angling opportunities on the Kings 
River described above, improvements to warm-water sport fishing opportunities in the 
vicinity of Reach 1 would also likely decrease the potential for displaced San Joaquin 
River anglers to impact Kings River angling opportunities. 

In response to comments received on the Draft PEIS/R and through continued 
coordination with DFG and other agencies participating in management of the San 
Joaquin River Parkway, Reclamation is currently working to identify opportunities to 
enhance or create warm-water fishing opportunities in the vicinity of Reach 1. 
Reclamation will continue to work with DFG and other agencies to pursue ways to 
enhance or create warm-water fishing opportunities in the Reach 1 vicinity. 

Under Mitigation Measure REC-12 (pages 21-52 and 21-53 of the Draft PEIS/R), 
Reclamation will develop and implement a recreation outreach program to inform the 
recreating public as well as agencies and organizations that serve the recreating public 
and protect public safety, of changes in river flows that would occur as a result of the 
Restoration Flows, and of the potential effects associated with those changes, including 
recreational boating hazards, particularly in Reach 1. The program will also inform the 
public of similar alternative boating opportunities in the area, such as those available on 
the lower Kings River below Pine Flat Reservoir. As described under Impact REC-12 
(pages 21-50 through 21-52 of the Draft PEIS/R), adverse impacts on boating would 
primarily occur during a 4- to 6-week period in March and April of some years, well 
before the warmer late spring and summer period when most boating activity on the river 
occurs.  (Increased flow would have beneficial effects on boating during late spring and 
summer in most years.)  Therefore, the number of potentially affected boaters would be 
small. Also, during most years the mean flows in the Kings River below Pine Flat 
Reservoir during March and April are between 500 and 1,500 cfs (and considerably less 



Chapter 3.0 
Individual Comments and Responses 

Program Environmental Final 
Impact Statement/Report 3.8-399 – July 2012 

below Fresno Weir). Published paddling guides indicate that flows below 2,500 cfs are 
suitable for boating on the Kings River, including for novices (American Whitewater 
Association 2007). Although the diversion structures (weirs) may pose a hazard to 
boaters, the same guides also indicate that all are easily portaged, and that boaters may 
bypass Gould Weir by using a side channel.  The paddling guides also suggest that the 
Kings River presents fewer hazards from trees and brush than Reach 1 of the San Joaquin 
River, which is characterized in many areas by narrow, braided channels, with trees and 
other vegetation in the channels, as a result of the historically low flows. This analysis 
supports the analysis and conclusions presented in the Draft PEIS/R. 

See also MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master 
Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, for additional information relevant to this 
comment. 

FRES-1b: Comment noted. The CFGC has developed a set of policies relating to 
management of salmon in the State, one of which states: “Domesticated or nonnative fish 
species will not be planted, or fisheries based on them will not be developed or 
maintained, in drainages of salmon waters, where, in the opinion of the Department, they 
may adversely affect native salmon populations by competing with, preying upon, or 
hybridizing with them. Exceptions to this policy may be made for stocking drainages that 
are not part of a salmon restoration or recovery program” (2009). Consistent with this 
policy, DFG could cease stocking of rainbow trout in Reach 1 after salmon are 
reintroduced.  See also MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, 
“Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant 
to this comment. 

FRES-2: In addition to the enhancements to existing facilities and development of new 
ponds described in Chapter 21.0, "Recreation," of the Draft PEIS/R, Mitigation Measure 
REC-5, creation of new warm-water fishing opportunities could also occur at existing 
ponds within the River West – Fresno (Spano River Ranch) and River West – Madera 
(Proctor-Broadwell-Cobb property) planned San Joaquin River Parkway facilities, where 
plans for restoration and recreational access are being developed (City of Fresno 2011, 
Madera County 2011). See also MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” in 
Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional 
information relevant to this comment. 

FRES-3: Regarding cessation of trout stocking, the CFGC has developed a set of policies 
relating to management of salmon in the State, one of which states: “Domesticated or 
nonnative fish species will not be planted, or fisheries based on them will not be 
developed or maintained, in drainages of salmon waters, where, in the opinion of the 
Department, they may adversely affect native salmon populations by competing with, 
preying upon, or hybridizing with them. Exceptions to this policy may be made for 
stocking drainages that are not part of a salmon restoration or recovery program” (2009). 
Consistent with this policy, DFG could cease stocking of rainbow trout in Reach 1 after 
salmon are reintroduced.  As noted in Impact REC-4, DFG may elect to impose new 
restrictions or close portions of the San Joaquin River to reduce the likelihood of anglers 
inadvertently catching salmon or intentionally poaching salmon. In these cases, DFG 
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would develop project-level environmental documents as necessary to comply with 
CEQA before implementing new regulations. Regarding Mitigation Measure REC-4, see 
response to comment FRES-1a.  See also MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” 
in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional 
information relevant to this comment. 

FRES-4: The commenter refers to Mitigation Measure REC-11; as REC-11 is not a 
mitigation measure described in the PEIS/R, it is assumed that the commenter is referring 
to text under Impact REC-11 on page 2-49. Impact REC-11 finds that because the 
scheduled Interim and Restoration flows of 1,500 cfs and greater would occur only 
during March and April in most years, and because similar swimming and fishing would 
remain available in the vicinity of Reach 1, as well as on the Kings River and at Millerton 
Lake, significant adverse effects on these activities are not likely. Therefore, this impact 
would be less than significant. 

The impacts on swimming and wading in the San Joaquin River from increased flows 
would primarily occur during March and April. Although hot weather occasionally 
occurs in the Fresno area during these months, the average daily high temperature is 68ºF 
in March and 75ºF in April. This period is before the onset of consistently hot days 
(greater than 80ºF to 85ºF) that draw the public to the river to swim or wade. Water 
temperatures in the river are also low (55ºF to 60ºF) during April and May. Given these 
moderate air temperatures and cold water temperatures, the number of potentially 
affected swimmers and waders would be small. Regarding public safety issues on the 
Kings River, during most years mean flows below Pine Flat Reservoir during March and 
April are between 500 and 2,000 cfs (and considerably less below Fresno Weir). The 
much greater flows that occurred during much of March and April 2011 are typical only 
of periods when very high inflow into Pine Flat Reservoir results in large dam releases. It 
should also be noted that similar swimming opportunities would remain available at 
Millerton Lake during March and April.  The inclusion of this discussion does not change 
the analysis or conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R, and supports the conclusion presented in 
the Draft PEIS/R that Impact REC-11 would be less than significant. Text has not been 
revised. 

FRES-5: Regarding Mitigation Measure REC-12, see response to comment FRES-1a.  
See also MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master 
Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant to this 
comment. Text has not been revised.  
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3.8.10 Friant Water Authority 
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Responses to Comments from Friant Water Authority 
FWA-1a: Comment noted. The commenter alludes to “significant concerns,” which are 
detailed in comments FWA-1b through FWA-74. See responses to comments FWA-1b 
through FWA-74. 

FWA-1b: CalSim-II was used in the Draft PEIS/R for modeling changes in CVP/SWP 
water supply operations because it is the best available tool for this purpose. As a 
publicly available tool, CalSim-II has a broad and knowledgeable user community, and is 
widely accepted as the standard for systemwide analysis of surface water operations in 
the California Central Valley. CalSim-II assigns a classification to surface water supplies 
delivered via the Friant-Kern and Madera canals (including Class 1, Class 2, Section 215, 
and Paragraph 16(b) water). The process used to determine classification of these 
supplies historically is based on highly variable, real-time decisions difficult to capture 
within an operational model, such as CalSim-II. Because of this uncertainty, the CalSim-
II model is designed to simulate the total delivery as accurately as possible, with the 
classification of these supplies as a secondary priority.  Therefore, the CalSim-II 
simulated quantities of Class 1, Class 2, Section 215, and Paragraph 16(b) may not be a 
true representation of the classification that would have occurred in any given year. The 
results were post-processed (as described in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R) to maintain the total CalSim-II simulated deliveries and provide a reasonable 
distribution of the total deliveries into water allocation categories. The post-processed 
results were presented in Chapter 13.0, “Hydrology – Surface Water Supplies and 
Facilities Operations,” and Appendix H, “Modeling,” Appendix I, “Supplemental 
Hydrologic and Water Operations Analysis,” and Appendix J, “Surface Water Supplies 
and Facilities Operations,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

In recognition of the uncertainty associated with modeling allocations among these 
categories, subsequent groundwater and economic impact analyses were performed by 
first allocating the total CalSim-II volumes to the various water management areas using 
a procedure jointly developed with the Friant Division long-term contractors to produce a 
more representative analysis.  This process is documented in Appendix H, “Modeling,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R. 

The comment refers to 72 TAF as the “long-term average reduction” in Class 2 
deliveries, and contends that this is an understatement in long-term Class 2 deliveries “by 
at least a factor of two.” It is unclear to what information the comment is referring. Table 
ES-7 of the Draft PEIS/R shows 72 TAF as the maximum long-term average annual 
water supply (not reduction in supply) that would be available for recirculation to Friant 
Division long-term contractors as a result of program-level recapture under Paragraph 
16(a), including diversions along the San Joaquin River between the Merced River 
confluence and in the Delta. Table ES-7 has been revised in response to this and other 
comments to clarify that this number represents the maximum long-term average annual 
water supply that would be available for recirculation to Friant Division long-term 
contractors as a result of program-level recapture under Paragraph 16(a), and is shown as 
total increase in diversions at existing or new facilities in the San Joaquin River with 
implementation of program-level actions, in addition to the increase in CVP/SWP exports 
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at existing Delta facilities with implementation of the project-level actions. See Chapter 
4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

The revisions to Table ES-7 presented in Chapter 4.0 of this Final PEIS/R further clarify 
that the range of potential long-term annual average water supply reduction is calculated 
as the difference between the long-term average annual water supply deliveries under the 
action alternatives as compared with the No-Action Alternative. The term “minimal 
potential reduction” is based on the recirculation pursuant to Paragraph 16(a) of all 
recaptured water to Friant Division long-term contractors using values shown in the table 
for program-level evaluation; the term “maximum potential reduction” assumes no 
recirculation under Paragraph 16(a). 

FWA-2: As described in Chapter 12.0, “Hydrology – Groundwater,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, a process was conducted to select the best available tools for the technical 
analysis of groundwater in the Friant Division. This tool selection process involved 
evaluating the following numerical groundwater simulation models for understanding 
potential regional effects of SJRRP implementation: the CVGSM, WESTSIM, 
KingIGSM, CVHM, C2VSIM, and HydroGeoSphere. CVGSM was considered outdated 
and too coarse to complete the analysis. WESTSIM and KingIGSM were found 
geographically incomplete in the Friant Division, while HydroGeoSphere was still in 
early stages of development. Although CVHM and C2VSIM were identified as the best 
candidates for the regional focus of the groundwater analyses presented in the Draft 
PEIS/R, neither was ready and available for application when the groundwater analysis 
was initiated. 

In light of these limitations, an existing numerical tool (Schmidt Tool) was selected and 
supplemented with the Mass Balance Tool to evaluate regional groundwater conditions in 
the Friant Division. The Schmidt Tool is a numerical tool developed by Schmidt (2005a, 
2005b) during San Joaquin River litigation that estimates changes in groundwater levels 
on an annual basis at a district scale in the Friant Division.  Because the Schmidt Tool 
does not have input data available for all of the Friant Division long-term contractors, 
only a subset of Friant Division long-term contractors is represented using the Schmidt 
Tool analysis. In response to comments received from Friant Water Authority during 
development of the Draft PEIS/R that the groundwater conditions in the remaining Friant 
Division long-term contractor areas needed to be evaluated similarly, the Mass Balance 
Tool was developed and applied for the remaining Friant Division long-term contractors 
not represented by the Schmidt Tool. It is recognized that these two methods were 
developed independent of each other and do not directly correlate. However, the Schmidt 
Tool was selected as the best available tool for analyzing groundwater conditions within 
the areas to which it applies, and the Mass Balance Tool was developed as the best 
available approach for the remaining areas. Together, these tools are the most recently 
developed and available tools for evaluating groundwater levels specifically in the Friant 
Division. This approach is sufficient because it applies the best tools available at the time 
the analysis was conducted for analyzing groundwater conditions within the Friant 
Division. 
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The heterogeneous hydrogeology in the Friant Division is influenced by both local and 
regional conditions that affect aquifer response. Local and regional conditions have 
combined over the last several decades, leading to drawdown and even overdraft in many 
areas, as defined by DWR Bulletin 118-03. The Friant Division overlies several 
groundwater basins, and the boundaries of these groundwater basins do not directly 
coincide with the boundaries of overlying water districts. For these reasons, the Schmidt 
Tool and Mass Balance Tool are designed to reflect conditions at a regional resolution 
(though output from both tools is provided at the district level). Both tools include 
relationships that provide estimated annual changes in groundwater level in response to 
estimated changes in groundwater pumping. 

The Schmidt Tool uses a relationship that correlates historical changes in groundwater 
pumping with changes in groundwater levels, effectively accounting for complex 
characteristics of the aquifer.  The Mass Balance Tool incorporates assumptions 
regarding aquifer characteristics, such as specific yield (or drainable porosity), to 
estimate changes in groundwater levels in response to changes in groundwater pumping. 
The aquifer parameters used in the Mass Balance Tool for each of the Friant Division 
long-term contractor areas are based on available information provided in DWR Bulletin 
118-03 subbasin descriptions for each of the underlying groundwater subbasins. DWR 
Bulletin 118-03 groundwater subbasin descriptions referenced for this analysis include 
Chowchilla, Delta-Mendota, Kings, Madera, Merced, Tulare Lake, Westside, Tule, 
Kaweah, Kern County, and Pleasant Valley. The groundwater level for each of the Friant 
Division long-term contractor areas for the existing condition is based upon values 
presented by Schmidt for the existing condition or when unavailable, the groundwater 
level is estimated as the average of all measurements from wells collected in 2005 from 
within the respective groundwater subbasin reported on the DWR Water Data Library. 
Many of these subbasins are in a state of overdraft, as defined in DWR Bulletin 118-03. 
Under the No Action Alternative, the groundwater basins are anticipated to continue to 
experience a decline in regional groundwater levels. 

If all Friant Division long-term contractor areas were evaluated using the Mass Balance 
Tool, results of the analysis would indicate changes in groundwater levels less than those 
predicted by the Schmidt Tool in some areas, and greater than those predicted by the 
Schmidt Tool in other areas. This is a result of assuming a homogeneous system across 
the areas of investigation and using a single value to represent specific yield across an 
area. Regardless of the selection of analytical tools, the results would still result in a 
finding of potentially significant and unavoidable impacts to groundwater levels. Without 
the availability of a full numerical groundwater model, it is difficult to estimate the 
influence of pumping spatially across the entire project area.  However, for the purposes 
of evaluating changes in groundwater conditions for each Friant District, these analytical 
tools provide a sufficient means for making a significance determination for the PEIS/R 
by incorporating information about historical groundwater conditions in the region to 
estimate future conditions in response to SJRRP implementation. Historical practice 
indicates that groundwater use in the region has been limited only by economic 
considerations and that no evident actions are reasonably foreseeable that would limit 
groundwater use through regulatory or legal actions. Therefore, the assumed continuation 
of this practice is reasonable for NEPA and CEQA purposes. 
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As described in Chapter 16.0, “Land Use Planning and Agricultural Resources,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R, the analysis of Impact LUP-8, Substantial Diminishment of Agricultural 
Land Resource Quality and Importance Because of Altered Water Deliveries, does not 
assume that groundwater pumping will be used to make up for all of the water reductions. 
Rather, it concludes that even with additional groundwater pumping, reduced water 
deliveries would cause a substantial effect on agricultural land resource quality and 
importance. This conclusion is based in part on the integrated modeling of changes in 
deliveries of surface water, change in groundwater levels, agricultural production, and 
regional socioeconomics described in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R. As 
part of this integrated modeling, simulations using the CVPM were conducted to assess 
the effects of the program alternatives on agricultural crop production. In these 
simulations, if the cost of accessing groundwater is too large to generate positive net 
returns to crop production, even after considering changes in irrigation technology and 
crop types, then agricultural land would be assumed to be idled (see Appendix H, 
“Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R, pages 6-2 to 6-15). Thus, simulated agricultural 
production could be impacted by reduced deliveries of surface water, despite the potential 
availability of additional groundwater. Furthermore, Impact LUP-8 notes that these 
CVPM simulations do not address all issues affecting the replacement of some water 
deliveries with additional groundwater pumping, including limited access to adequate 
quality groundwater. 

CVPM evaluates grower response to reduced surface water deliveries by attempting to 
change cropping patterns or other agricultural practices, additional groundwater pumping, 
or idling of cropland, through economic analysis. CVPM does not consider infrastructure 
modifications, such as modifying existing wells or drilling new wells to increase 
groundwater pumping. 

CVPM analyses (which were based on existing irrigated acreage and crop mix) indicate 
that implementing any of the action alternatives would, on average, reduce irrigated 
acreages by less than 1,000 acres. This finding is based solely on assumptions and inputs 
to CVPM regarding surface water availability and cost. Those assumptions include future 
changes in land and water management practices in the Friant Division, such as higher 
efficiency water application, sowing different crops, land fallowing, and a reduction in 
irrigated acreage. CVPM assumptions and inputs did not include issues resulting from 
replacing some water deliveries with additional groundwater pumping that could affect 
agricultural productivity. These issues could include the need to install or modify wells at 
some sites, and limited access to adequate quality groundwater at other sites. Thus, some 
reduction in irrigated acreage in addition to CVPM estimates could occur. An increase in 
groundwater pumping for a prolonged period, such as would occur under the No-Action 
Alternative or the action alternatives, would not only decrease groundwater levels but in 
some areas could potentially result in upwelling of poorer quality groundwater. 
Therefore, in the case that additional groundwater pumping is required, irrigated acreages 
could be reduced by more than 1,000 acres.  In part for this reason, the Draft PEIS/R 
concludes that Impact LUP-8 would be significant and unavoidable. 

These potential impacts related to groundwater availability and pumping costs are 
recognized and evaluated as part of the socioeconomic analysis presented in Chapter 
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22.0, “Socioeconomics,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Conversely, changes in land and water 
management practices in the Friant Division, as well as water purchases and transfers, 
could potentially reduce demand for water supply. 

For the reasons set forth above, no changes to the PEIS/R are necessary. 

FWA-3a: The PEIS/R provides a program-level evaluation of the potential impacts to 
water quality associated with the recirculation of recaptured Interim and Restoration 
flows through a regional evaluation of the potential water quality impacts within the 
Friant Division. As such, the Draft PEIS/R does not explicitly evaluate potential effects 
of introducing more Delta water into the lower end of the Friant-Kern Canal.  Introducing 
recirculation water into the Friant-Kern Canal would require a site-specific, project-level 
analysis once additional information is known. During subsequent site-specific analyses 
of recirculation, the project proponent would work with Friant Division long-term water 
contractors to formulate alternatives that would avoid, minimize, or reduce adverse 
impacts to environmental resources, including water quality. Reclamation understands 
that AEWSD is concerned that the introduction of Delta water into the Friant-Kern Canal 
would degrade water quality due to high salinity of Delta water and that the buildup of 
such salts and other constituents of concern in AEWSD’s groundwater basin could result 
in substantial water quality changes that could adversely affect beneficial uses. 

Recirculation of recaptured Interim and Restoration flows either at existing facilities or at 
new infrastructure on the San Joaquin River between the Merced River and the Delta, and 
associated impacts to water quality, are addressed at a program level in the Draft PEIS/R. 
The specific locations for delivery of recaptured water in the Friant Division are not 
known at this time, and the Implementing Agencies acknowledge that additional analysis 
pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA will be required in the future for activities addressed at a 
program level in the Draft PEIS/R, after specific project details are identified. At that 
time, the Implementing Agencies would require compliance with the applicable 
mitigation measures set forth in the PEIS/R, as well as any new project-level mitigation 
measures and conditions for approval of subsequent actions. 

Based on the significance criteria in the Draft PEIS/R for surface water and/or 
groundwater quality and anticipated continuation of water exchanges within the Friant 
Division of the CVP, program-level recapture of Interim and Restoration flows either at 
existing facilities or at new infrastructure on the San Joaquin River between the Merced 
River and the Delta are expected to have a less-than-significant impact on water quality. 

Reclamation is in the process of developing a Recapture and Recirculation Plan, pursuant 
to Paragraph 16 of the Settlement, in consultation with the Settling Parties, Third Parties, 
and the State and will conduct a subsequent site-specific evaluation of implementation of 
the Recapture and Recirculation Plan, in compliance with NEPA and CEQA, as 
appropriate. Because sufficient details to support project-level evaluation were not 
available at the time the Draft PEIS/R was prepared, the Draft PEIS/R presents a 
program-level evaluation of recirculation. Any action to introduce recirculation water 
into the Friant-Kern Canal as a component of the Recapture and Recirculation Plan 
would require additional analysis at a project level of detail. 
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In response to this comment, text on page 2-36, line 16, of the Draft PEIS/R has been 
revised to clarify that the Draft PEIS/R does not evaluate the direct discharge of water 
from south-of-Delta facilities into the Friant-Kern Canal at a project level of detail.  If 
discharge of water from south-of-Delta facilities into the Friant-Kern Canal is proposed 
as part of the Recapture and Recirculation Plan, it would require further review pursuant 
to NEPA and/or CEQA. 

FWA-3b: Comment noted. 

FWA-4: The comment raises several concerns regarding Table ES-7, including (1) the 
basis of the 250 TAF value; (2) the validity of identifying 59 TAF as a quantity of water 
available for recirculation, specifically because there has been no project-level analysis 
on recirculation; (3) the basis of the “Non-Paragraph 16(b) Diversions” value; (4) the 
basis of the “Maximum Deliveries to Friant” value; and (5) the basis of the “Range of 
Potential Reduction” value. These points are addressed individually in the numbered 
responses below: 

1. The 250 TAF reported in Table ES-7 as the long-term annual average releases for 
Interim and Restoration flows is computed from CalSim-II output as the 
difference between the minimum No-Action Alternative releases from Millerton 
Lake to the San Joaquin River less releases for flood control (nonflood releases 
under the No-Action Alternative),  and the releases to the San Joaquin River with 
implementation of the action alternatives less releases for flood control (nonflood 
releases under the action alternatives). 

2. The 59 TAF value referred to in the comment is the maximum long-term average 
annual water supply that would be available for recirculation to Friant Division 
long-term contractors as a result of existing Delta diversions only. It is computed 
in CalSim-II as the total increase in CVP/SWP exports at existing Delta facilities 
with implementation of the project-level actions in comparison to total CVP/SWP 
exports at these same facilities and under the same regulatory operating criteria in 
the No-Action Alternative. The impact analyses in Chapters 4.0 through 26.0 of 
the Draft PEIS/R evaluate the full range of potential recirculation of Interim and 
Restoration flows, from recirculation of no Interim and Restoration flows to 
recirculation of all recaptured Interim and Restoration flows. 

3. The category presented in Table ES-7 of the Draft PEIS/R as “Non-Paragraph 
16(b) Diversions” has been revised in Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R 
to provide greater clarity. Instead of combining all Non-Paragraph 16(b) 
Diversions, Table ES-7 now identifies several specific categories, including 
“Diversions under Class 1 and Class 2 Contracts,” “Diversions for Flood 
Management,” “Diversions for Canal Losses,” and “Other Non-Paragraph 16(b) 
Diversions.” The values reported as “Diversions under Class 1 and Class 2 
Contracts” are the long-term average annual Class 1 and Class 2 contract 
deliveries as simulated using CalSim-II. Values reported as “Diversions for Flood 
Management” are releases from Millerton Lake into Friant-Kern and Madera 
canals as simulated using CalSim-II. Values reported as “Diversions for Canal 
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Losses” are releases from Millerton Lake to Friant-Kern and Madera canals to 
overcome in-canal losses assumed in CalSim-II. Values reported as “Other Non-
Paragraph 16(b) Diversions” include 215 delivery as simulated using CalSim-II, 
and may include some Class 2 delivery that could not be separated out from 215 
delivery using CalSim-II. 

4. The category presented in Table ES-7 of the Draft PEIS/R as “Maximum 
Deliveries to Friant” has been revised in Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final 
PEIS/R to clarify that the values presented are the total delivery from canal 
diversion and recirculation identified elsewhere in the table. Values shown under 
this category were incorrectly reported in the Draft PEIS/R and have been revised 
accordingly. 

5. The category presented in Table ES-7 of the Draft PEIS/R as “Range of Potential 
Reduction” has been revised in Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R to 
clarify that the values presented are calculated as the difference between the long-
term average annual water supply delivery under the action alternatives as 
compared with the No-Action Alternative. Minimal potential reduction assumes 
recirculation under Paragraph 16(a) (using values shown for program-level 
evaluation); maximum potential reduction assumes no recirculation under 
Paragraph 16(a). Values shown under this category were incorrectly derived in the 
Draft PEIS/R and have been revised to reflect accurate derivation. 

The revisions to Table ES-7 described above are intended to provide clarity, but do not 
change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this 
Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-5: All project-level actions described in the PEIS/R are related to the release, 
conveyance, and recapture of Interim and Restoration flows, and are the sole 
responsibility of Reclamation, the lead agency under NEPA, with the exception of the 
action to grant an order by the SWRCB for the downstream protection and rediversion of 
Interim and Restoration flows (this action is the responsibility of SWRCB, serving as 
CEQA Responsible Agency). The action referenced in this comment to be taken by 
Reclamation is to “provide additional funding” to support additional maintenance 
activities. Whether Reclamation, DWR, or another agency or entity ultimately performs 
the physical maintenance activities, Reclamation provides the project-level NEPA 
compliance documentation for the implementation of these activities as a result of the 
funding provided by Reclamation. As shown in Table ES-3 of the Draft PEIS/R 
Executive Summary, Reclamation and DWR completed project-level NEPA and CEQA 
compliance for some activities, including installing seals on the gates of the Chowchilla 
Bypass Bifurcation Structure and implementing provisions of the Settlement related to 
Water Year 2010 Interim Flows, before the release of the Draft PEIS/R.  As explained in 
Section 2.1.2, “Phase 1 and Phase 2 Actions” in MCR-4, “Segmentation Under NEPA 
and CEQA,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, the 
lead agencies for these projects have complied with 40 CFR 1506.1(c) by ensuring that 
each of these projects (1) is justified independently of the SJRRP, (2) is itself 
accompanied by an adequate NEPA and/or CEQA document, and (3) will not limit the 
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range of alternatives to be considered in the PEIS/R or prejudice the ultimate decision on 
the SJRRP.  Text has not been revised. 

FWA-6: This comment is substantially similar to comment FWA-5. See response to 
comment FWA-5. 

FWA-7: All project-level actions described in the PEIS/R are related to the release, 
conveyance, and recapture of Interim and Restoration flows, and are the sole 
responsibility of Reclamation, the lead agency under NEPA, with the exception of the 
action to grant an order by the SWRCB for the downstream protection and rediversion of 
Interim and Restoration flows (this action is the responsibility of SWRCB, serving as 
CEQA Responsible Agency). As states in response to comment FWA-5, whether 
Reclamation, DWR, or another agency or entity ultimately performs physical 
maintenance activities related to the project-level actions, Reclamation provides the 
project-level NEPA compliance documentation for the implementation of these activities 
as a result of funding provided by Reclamation. Consistent with an MOU between the 
Settling Parties and the State, the California Natural Resources Agency will play a major 
role in funding and implementing actions called for in the Settlement and in the Act. 
DWR will assist in planning, designing, and constructing the physical improvements 
identified in the Settlement, including projects related to flood protection, levee 
relocation, and modifications to and maintenance of channel facilities. This includes 
participation in the actions described at a project level of detail in the Draft PEIS/R. See 
response to comment FWA-5 for additional information relevant to this comment. 

FWA-8: The potential impacts of the release of Interim and Restoration flows are 
analyzed at a project level in the PEIS/R. The Restoration Flow Guidelines, when 
finalized, would add specificity to the timing and magnitude of flows. Because 
implementing the final Restoration Flow Guidelines would not require operations outside 
of those described in the PEIS/R, the precise details of the final Restoration Flow 
Guidelines are not required to conduct and complete the project-level analysis in the 
PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

FWA-9: The definition of some terminology is necessary to complete an analysis of the 
potential impacts of implementing the Settlement consistent with NEPA and CEQA. The 
term “full Restoration Flows” has been consistently applied in SJRRP documents since 
2008, and was provided to the Settling Parties for review as part of the project description 
for the PEIS/R before the release of the Draft PEIS/R. The application of the term as 
defined is relevant to the description of the alternatives, interpretation of the purpose and 
need of the project, and analysis of potential impacts. Therefore, the revision to the text in 
response to this comment does not remove this definition, but clarifies that the definition 
is made solely for the purposes of the document. It is not intended to reflect agreement 
among the Settling Parties as to the definition of the term. As stated in the sentence 
preceding the definition, the release of full Restoration Flows is subject to the provisions 
for purchased water (including Paragraph 13(c)). Text on page 2-21, lines 13 through 16, 
has been revised to clarify that the definition of the term “full Restoration Flows” is 
specific to the PEIS/R. See Chapter 4.0, "Errata," of this Final PEIS/R. 
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FWA-10: The section of text referenced summarizes provisions of the Settlement that 
would affect the implementation of project-level actions described in the PEIS/R, 
including Paragraph 13 of the Settlement. Paragraph 13(c) is discussed in this section of 
the PEIS/R as one of the stipulations for releasing full Restoration Flows. Text has not 
been revised. 

FWA-11: This comment is substantially similar to comment FWA-9. See response to 
comment FWA-9. 

FWA-12: Text on page 2-22, line 6, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response to 
the comment to clarify that the release of Buffer Flows is up to an additional 10 percent.  
See Chapter 4.0, "Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-13: Text on page 2-22, lines 12 through 14, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised 
to include the requested content. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-14: The definition of some terminology is necessary to complete an analysis of the 
potential impacts of implementing the Settlement consistent with NEPA and CEQA. The 
text cited in the comment, from Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, contributes to the definition of channel capacity identified for use in the PEIS/R, 
and does not require interpretation of Settlement language. Other conditions, including 
those set forth in the Seepage Management Plan (included in the Draft PEIS/R as an 
attachment to Appendix D) and SWRCB permits, contribute to the definition of existing 
channel capacity and the set of conditions under which the Settlement would be 
implemented, as described throughout the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

FWA-15: All actions included in the action alternatives would be implemented in a 
manner consistent with all applicable laws, regardless of whether this is explicitly stated 
in the Settlement. Therefore, it is not necessary to reiterate this for every action in the 
action alternatives. Text has not been revised. 

FWA-16: A description of the potential Fresno Slough Dam alternative to the Mendota 
Pool Bypass was not available at the time of preparation of analyses for the Draft PEIS/R. 
For the Mendota Pool Bypass (and other actions evaluated at a program-level of detail), a 
potential range of future construction and management actions is included in the 
alternatives to bracket the probable range of effects. Reclamation and DWR are currently 
in the process of developing alternatives for the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B 
Channel Improvements Project, consistent with the Settlement. While the Mendota Pool 
Bypass and Reach 2B Channel Improvements Project describes alternative ways to 
implement the provisions of Paragraphs 11(a)(1) and 11(a)(2) of the Settlement at a 
project-level of detail, the Draft PEIS/R describes a broad range of potential 
implementation without identifying project-level details. As described on page 1-9 of the 
Draft PEIS/R, based on the program-level analysis presented in the Draft PEIS/R, 
program-level mitigation measures and performance standards are identified that would 
apply to subsequent, future project components implemented as part of the Settlement (as 
conditions of approval). These performance standards will be incorporated into the 
Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B Channel Improvements Project to avoid or reduce 
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impacts, as appropriate. In this way, the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B Channel 
Improvements Project and PEIS/R analyses are consistent with each other, the Act, and 
with NEPA and CEQA. 

FWA-17: “Substantial construction” as phrased on page 2-40 of the Draft PEIS/R, is 
used consistent with the Act. As described on page 2-40, “substantial construction” 
would not include changes to the existing levees in Reach 4B1, but could include 
modifications to road crossings and removing in-channel vegetation. Construction 
activities necessary for modifications in Reach 4B1 are being identified in a separate site-
specific study. 

The description on page 2-40 is not intended to imply that a capacity of at least 475 cfs 
could be achieved without actions that would constitute substantial construction.  The 
sentence has been revised to clarify that actions taken to provide a low-flow channel 
would not include substantial construction actions before a decision being made on the 
conveyance of at least 4,500 cfs through Reach 4B1. This constraint is applied 
throughout Chapters 4.0 through 26.0 of the Draft PEIS/R to determine the potential 
impacts of implementing the Settlement. Modifications requiring substantial construction 
are evaluated under Alternatives A2, B2, and C2, which include the potential for 
substantial construction, and are anticipated to require a larger construction footprint as 
well as greater material quantities. The distinction between the level of construction that 
could occur in Reach 4B1 as part of Alternatives A1, B1, and C1 as compared with 
Alternatives A2, B2, and C2 is made for the purposes of alternatives formulation and 
evaluation. Text in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, 
revised in response to comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-18: While the recommended text revision would be factually correct, the revision 
is not necessary for clarification of the discussion, description of the alternative, or 
relevant to the evaluation of potential impacts in subsequent chapters. In the interest of 
managing the size of the PEIS/R, unnecessary detail is not presented. Text has not been 
revised. 

FWA-19: The action cited on page 2-51, lines 13 through 16, of the Draft PEIS/R, to 
redirect Interim or Restoration flows into Chowchilla Bypass to reduce flow in Reach 2B 
and downstream reaches, would only occur as an immediate response in consideration of 
downstream conditions.  This action applies only to Interim and Restoration flows and 
does not refer to the use of Chowchilla Bypass for the routing of flood flows; for 
example, when Kings River flood flows are routed to the San Joaquin River through 
James Bypass. As stated on page 2-91 of the Draft PEIS/R, routing of Interim and/or 
Restoration flows through the Chowchilla Bypass instead of through the San Joaquin 
River on a permanent basis would not be consistent with the Restoration Goal, which is 
to “restore and maintain fish populations in good condition in the main stem of the San 
Joaquin River.”  The inclusion of this discussion does not change the analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R.  Text has not been revised. 

FWA-20: Text on page 3-2, lines 23 through 25, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised to 
reflect the comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 
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FWA-21: Text on page 3-2, lines 24 and 25, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised as 
suggested by the commenter. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-22: Text on page 3-5, lines 10 through 21, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised to 
clarify that Reclamation holds many of the water rights on the San Joaquin River, and 
through exchange agreements with entities holding other rights on the San Joaquin River 
(the most significant of these exchange agreements is the San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contract), diverts water at Friant Dam. With the exception of flood control operations, 
water released from Friant Dam to the San Joaquin River is limited to that necessary to 
meet the requirements of the holding contracts along the San Joaquin River between 
Friant Dam and Gravelly Ford. Under the terms and conditions of the San Joaquin River 
Exchange Contract, Reclamation is obligated to deliver to the San Joaquin River 
Exchange Contractors water from the DMC or other sources. If Reclamation is 
temporarily unable to do so, water is to be diverted from the San Joaquin River in 
accordance with Article 4.4. of the San Joaquin River Exchange Contract.  If 
Reclamation is permanently unable to deliver water from the DMC or other sources, the 
San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors shall receive water from the San Joaquin River 
in accordance with Article 4.c. of the San Joaquin River Exchange Contract. See revision 
in Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-23: Text on page 5-2, lines 8 through 10, of the Draft PEIS/R, revised in response 
to comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-24: Text on page 5-5, lines 2 through 4, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to comment to include acknowledgement of additional hydropower facilities 
upstream from Friant Dam. See Chapter 4.0, "Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-25: Text on page 5-24, lines 8 through 10, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised in 
response to the comment by removing “upstream from Gravelly Ford.” See Chapter 4.0, 
"Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-26: Text on page 5-24, lines 38 through 40, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised 
in response to the comment by adding “or entrained.” See Chapter 4.0, "Errata,” of this 
Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-27: Text on page 5-60, lines 11 through 20, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to this comment to clarify that VAMP expired in 2011. The SWRCB indicates that 
VAMP experimental data will be used to create permanent objectives for the pulse flow 
period. It is anticipated that new SWRCB objectives will maintain the same level of 
protection for fisheries as the current program or increase the level of protection, and that 
such protections will remain in place through 2030. Because considerable uncertainty 
remains as to the flows that will occur under future flow requirements in the San Joaquin 
River, the analyses include the continuation of VAMP as a surrogate for these 
requirements. See Chapter 4.0, "Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-28: As described in MCR-1, “Analysis of Program Feasibility, Potential to 
Achieve Restoration and Water Management Goals,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment 
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Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, the PEIS/R does not evaluate the likely efficacy of 
Settlement actions in achieving the Restoration or Water Management goals, and does 
not evaluate the feasibility of the Settlement or the interactions of individual Settlement 
actions on other Settlement actions. Accordingly, the potential impacts of reintroduced 
Chinook salmon in the study area are not evaluated in Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources 
– Fisheries,” of the Draft PEIS/R. However, populations of fall-run Chinook salmon 
currently exist in the San Joaquin River and its tributaries downstream from the 
Restoration Area.  Accordingly, potential impacts to fall-run Chinook salmon 
downstream from the Merced River confluence are evaluated in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft 
PEIS/R.  Text has not been revised. 

FWA-29: Text on page 5-51, lines 22 through 24, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised 
in response to comment. See Chapter 4.0, "Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-30: Text on page 5-60 lines 11 through 20, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to this comment to clarify that VAMP expired in 2011. The SWRCB indicates that 
VAMP experimental data will be used to create permanent objectives for the pulse flow 
period. It is anticipated that new SWRCB objectives will maintain the same level of 
protection for fisheries as the current program or increase the level of protection, and that 
such protections will remain in place through 2030. Because considerable uncertainty 
remains as to the flows that will occur under future flow requirements in the San Joaquin 
River, the analyses include the continuation of VAMP as a surrogate for these 
requirements. See Chapter 4.0, "Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-31: Releases of fall-run Chinook salmon conducted to date were designed to 
provide information on survival of juvenile Chinook salmon during their spring 
downstream migration through the Restoration Area, as described in the Draft 2011 
Juvenile Salmonid Survival and Migration Study (SJRRP 2011j) available at 
www.restoresjr.net. This study used acoustic telemetry to identify and characterize three 
limiting factors for juvenile Chinook survival through the Restoration Area: predation, 
entrainment, and physical habitat. Knowledge of these limiting factors will determine the 
best approach for initial reintroduction efforts; assist in developing habitat enhancement 
projects; and help prioritize actions for the reduction or elimination of predation, 
entrainment, and habitat impacts to survival. These releases were not conducted with the 
expectation that fall-run would establish a self-sustaining population within the 
Restoration Area, and therefore do not constitute a reintroduction. 

The assumption that reintroduction would occur through passive straying established, for 
the purposes of impacts assessment, that fall-run Chinook salmon entering the 
Restoration Area would not pose a risk of comprising genetic integrity of fall-run 
Chinook salmon populations already established on San Joaquin River tributaries. Active 
reintroduction of fall-run Chinook salmon, provided reintroduced individuals are selected 
from an existing San Joaquin River tributary population, would not change the impact 
assessment (see Impacts FSH-1 through FSH-9, FSH-12 through FSH-14, FSH-22 
through FSH-29, and FSH-31 through FSH-39). Active reintroduction of fall-run 
Chinook salmon from a different river basin was not assessed in the Draft PEIS/R, and 
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would require additional analyses to determine potential impacts of such an action. Text 
has not been revised. 

FWA-32: This comment is substantially similar to comment FWA-16. See response to 
comment FWA-16. 

FWA-33: Text on page 5-96, lines 1 through 10, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to the comment and in response to additional information provided by DFG. 
The revised text clarifies that rainbow trout from the Stanislaus River have been 
previously detected with Myxobolus cerebralis (Modin 1998). Myxobolus cerebralis is a 
parasite that causes whirling disease in salmonids which is transmitted by the oligochaete 
host tubifex worm (Tubifex tubifex) (Wagner 2002).  The tubifex worm has been 
identified as the only known host of Myxobolus cerebralis; other genera of oligochaetes 
have been tested, but did not produce infectivity for whirling disease (Markiw and Wolf 
1983).  Noteworthy is an aquatic worm harvesting operation at San Joaquin Fish 
Hatchery.  The aquatic worms feed on the solid waste from the hatchery’s effluent.  DFG 
conducted preliminary investigations on the species composition at the site in 2009.  
Findings indicated that the dominant oligochaete harvested at the site is from the Family 
Lumbriculidae, though a small percentage of tubifex worms were observed (Adelizi pers. 
comm. 2011). 

Although Myxobolus cerebralis is present in several watersheds in California, no adverse 
effects on salmon or trout populations have been observed in California (Modin 1998).  
In general, rainbow trout are more susceptible to the disease than steelhead (O’Grodnick 
1979, Hoffman 1990).  Furthermore, susceptibility to infection varies among stocks and 
individual fish (Markiw 1992).  Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. See 
revisions in Chapter 4.0, "Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-34: As described on page 2-13 and in Appendix H, ‘Modeling,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, although VAMP expired in 2011, a VAMP-like condition is expected to continue 
to be in place. The SWRCB indicates that VAMP experimental data will be used to create 
permanent objectives for the pulse flow period. It is anticipated that new SWRCB 
objectives will maintain the same level of protection for fisheries as the current program 
or increase the level of protection, and that such protections will remain in place through 
2030. Because considerable uncertainty remains as to the flows that will occur under 
future flow requirements in the San Joaquin River, the analyses include the continuation of 
VAMP as a surrogate for these requirements. Text has not been revised. 

FWA-35: Comment noted. Since the NOP was issued (August 22, 2007) and the 
environmental justice analysis in Chapter 9.0, “Environmental Justice,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R was prepared, environmental justice planning efforts have been initiated by the 
California Central Valley Tribal Transportation Environmental Justice Collaborative 
Project and, as the commenter notes, the Fresno Council of Governments. The Fresno 
Council of Governments Environmental Justice Plan was issued in May 2009 (Fresno 
County Council of Governments 2009) and the California Central Valley Tribal 
Transportation Environmental Justice Collaborative Project Final Report was issued in 
November 2011 (Miranda-Begay 2010). Both reports were partially funded with grants 
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from the Federal Highways Administration administered through the California 
Department of Transportation. Both plans seek to ensure that spending on capital 
improvement projects equitably deliver accessibility and mobility to minority and low-
income populations and Native American Tribes as compared with the general 
population. These plans inform councils of governments (San Joaquin, Stanislaus, 
Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings, and Kern) in the preparation of regional transportation 
plans and land-use blueprints. This information is provided to inform the public and 
decision makers about trends in implementing environmental justice; the action 
alternatives would have no effect on regional transportation planning and no part of the 
SJRRP would impede the preparation and implementation of the regional plans. The 
information in these two plans would not change the analysis or conclusions in the 
PEIS/R; therefore, the text has not been revised. 

FWA-36: Text on page 11-11, line 16, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response 
to the comment to remove reference to the land as “highly developed.”  See revisions in 
Chapter 4.0, "Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-37: Increased vegetation in any portion of the Restoration Area would be 
monitored in accordance with the Physical Monitoring and Management Plan, and results 
reviewed in coordination with the Channel Capacity Advisory Committee, as described 
on page 2-23, lines 17 through 22, of the Draft PEIS/R.  Vegetation management actions 
would follow the measures set forth in Appendix D, "Physical Monitoring and 
Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Through implementation of these measures, in-
channel vegetation would not significantly increase flood risk within the Restoration 
Area. 

Additionally, Impact FLD-1 (page 11-31 of the Draft PEIS/R) is potentially significant 
due to the lack of recent and consistent data regarding channel and levee conditions in the 
Restoration Area. Implementation of Mitigation Measure FLD-1 (page 11-40 of the Draft 
PEIS/R) would reduce potential impacts of subsequent site-specific projects to flood 
management to the less-than-significant level, including vegetation-related flood risk. 

FWA-38: Page 12-15, lines 19 through 21, of the Draft PEIS/R states that the pumping 
estimates are not equivalent to the net groundwater extraction volumes due to 
inefficiencies associated with pumping. Text was included in the Draft PEIS/R on page 
12-16, lines 7 through 9, in response comments received from the Friant Water Authority 
during development of the document, stating that estimates of gross groundwater 
pumping for Friant Division long-term contractors presented in tables in the document 
potentially overestimates the actual groundwater pumping, but historical pumping records 
are not publically available to validate the estimates. In addition, text was also included in 
the document in response to comments received from the Friant Water Authority during 
development of the Draft PEIS/R to indicate that cropping patterns could have changed in 
recent years, resulting in changes in gross pumping on page 12-16, lines 9 through 11. 
Text has not been revised. 
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FWA-39: Text on page 12-52, line 39, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response 
to the comment to refer to 140.5 TAF. See revision in Chapter 4.0, "Errata,” of this Final 
PEIS/R. 

FWA-40: Text on page 12-55, line 19, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response 
to comment. See revision in Chapter 4.0, "Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-41: Text on page 5-15 in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R has been 
revised in response to comment to include Table 5-6, Mass Balance Tool Parameters, 
which identifies the parameters used for each district in the Mass Balance calculations. 
See Chapter 4.0, "Errata," of this Final PEIS/R. Table 5-9 in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of 
the Draft PEIS/R presents the reported changes in groundwater levels and groundwater 
pumping by the Friant District as presented by Schmidt (2005a, 2005b). This table 
presents the two points that were used by Schmidt and in this analysis to develop the 
linear relationships between pumping and change in groundwater levels. The specific 
equations that were used in the analysis presented in the PEIS/R can be derived by 
drawing a straight line between the change in pumping and the change in groundwater 
level to find the slope of the line, and the x- and y-intercepts. 

Historical practice indicates that groundwater use in the region has been limited only by 
economic considerations and that no evident actions are reasonably foreseeable that 
would limit groundwater use through regulatory or legal actions. Therefore, the assumed 
continuation of this practice is reasonable for NEPA and CEQA purposes. As described 
in Chapter 16.0, “Land Use Planning and Agricultural Resources,” of the Draft PEIS/R 
the analysis of Impact LUP-8, Substantial Diminishment of Agricultural Land Resource 
Quality and Importance Because of Altered Water Deliveries, does not “assume that 
groundwater pumping will be used to make up for all of the water reductions.” Rather, it 
concludes that even with additional groundwater pumping, reduced water deliveries 
would cause a substantial effect on agricultural land resource quality and importance. 

This comment regarding the use of groundwater tools is substantially addressed in 
response to comment FWA-2; see response to comment FWA-2 for additional 
information. The Draft PEIS/R concludes that this impact would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

For the reasons set forth above and in response to comment FWA-2, no further changes 
to the PEIS/R are necessary. 

FWA-42: CalSim-II was used in the Draft PEIS/R for modeling changes in CVP/SWP 
water supply operations because it is the best available tool for this purpose. As a 
publicly available tool, CalSim-II has a broad and knowledgeable user community, and is 
widely accepted as the standard for systemwide analysis of surface water operations in 
California’s Central Valley. CalSim-II assigns a classification to surface water supplies 
delivered via the Friant-Kern and Madera canals (including Class 1, Class 2, Section 215, 
and Paragraph 16(b) water). The process used to determine classification of these 
supplies historically is based on highly variable, real-time decisions difficult to capture 
within an operational model, such as CalSim-II. Because of this uncertainty, the CalSim-
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II model is designed to simulate the total delivery as accurately as possible, with the 
classification of these supplies as a secondary priority.  Therefore, the CalSim-II 
simulated quantities of Class 1, Class 2, Section 215, and Paragraph 16(b) water may not 
be a true representation of the classification that would have occurred in any given year. 
The results were post-processed (as described in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R) to maintain the total CalSim-II simulated deliveries and provide a reasonable 
distribution of the total deliveries into water allocation categories. The post-processed 
results were presented in Chapter 13.0, “Hydrology – Surface Water Supplies and 
Facilities Operations,” Appendix H, “Modeling,” Appendix I, “Supplemental Hydrologic 
and Water Operations Analysis,” and Appendix J, “Surface Water Supplies and Facilities 
Operations,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

In recognition of the uncertainty associated with modeling allocations among these 
categories, subsequent groundwater and economic impact analyses were performed by 
first allocating the total CalSim-II volumes to the various water management areas using 
a procedure jointly developed with the Friant Contractors to produce a more 
representative analysis.  This process is documented in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R. 

The commenter provides no specific documentation of the statement that water supply 
reductions are underestimated, nor does the commenter provide the basis for their 
comment or data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or 
expert opinion supported by facts to support their comment. Neither does the commenter 
suggest an alternative tool or set of assumptions to use in place of those tools and 
assumptions applied in support of the PEIS/R. The PEIS/R evaluates a range of potential 
reduction in surface water deliveries to the Friant Division, as presented in Table ES-7 of 
the Draft PEIS/R. Table ES-7 has been revised in response to this and other comments to 
provide clarity on the basis for the results presented. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this 
Final PEIS/R.  As revised, Table ES-7 subdivides the simulated long-term average annual 
Friant-Kern and Madera Canal Diversions at Friant Dam into four categories, including 
diversions under Class 1 and Class 2 contracts, diversions for flood management, 
diversions for canal losses, other non-Paragraph 16(b) diversions, and diversions made 
under Paragraph 16(b) (these categories were presented in the Draft PEIS/R in two 
categories: non-Paragraph 16(b) diversions and diversions made under Paragraph 16(b)). 
As shown in the revised table, the simulated long-term average annual water supply 
deliveries to the Friant Division would change with implementation of the action 
alternatives, and would be reduced by up to 150 TAF. 

For the reasons set forth above, no changes to the PEIS/R are necessary. 

FWA-43: As described in Chapter 13.0, “Hydrology – Surface Water Supplies and 
Facilities Operations,” of the Draft PEIS/R, changes in surface water supply deliveries to 
Friant Division long-term contractors are presented in two scenarios to account for the 
uncertainty in the specific formulation of the final Recapture and Recirculation Plan.  
One scenario would recirculate all recaptured water, estimated using the approach 
described above, to the Friant Division, using supplies available after all other south-of-
Delta contractual obligations are fulfilled (representing a lower bound of surface water 
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supply impacts to Friant Division long-term contractors). A second scenario would 
recirculate no recaptured water to the Friant Division (representing an upper bound of 
surface water supply impacts to Friant Division long-term contractors). Results of these 
scenarios are summarized on page 13-187 of the Draft PEIS/R.  The results of these 
scenarios were post-processed to provide information to support quantitative analyses of 
impacts to groundwater, power and energy, and socioeconomics in the Draft PEIS/R. 
Under the first scenario, the amount of groundwater pumping that could potentially take 
place to replace surface water supplies would be less than under the second scenario. The 
text referenced by the commenter, therefore, refers to groundwater pumping under the 
first scenario as “relatively low,” because this scenario would result in a lower impact 
relative to groundwater pumping that could take place under the second scenario (in 
which groundwater pumping would be expected to be “relatively high”). This 
terminology is used consistently throughout Chapter 12.0, “Hydrology – Groundwater,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R to distinguish between the maximum and minimum range of 
potential impacts. Regardless of the amount of water recirculated back to the Friant 
Division, the resulting impacts to groundwater are found to be potentially significant and 
unavoidable, as described on page 12-121. The commenter states that these impacts are 
understated and refers to “prior comments” for the supporting rationale. See responses to 
comments FWA-41 and FWA-42 for additional information relevant to this comment. 
Text has not been revised. 

FWA-44: As described in Chapter 12.0, “Hydrology – Groundwater,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, a process was conducted to select the best available tools for the technical 
analysis of groundwater in the Friant Division. This tool selection process involved 
evaluating the following numerical groundwater simulation models for understanding 
potential regional effects of SJRRP implementation: CVGSM, WESTSIM, KingIGSM, 
CVHM, C2VSIM, and HydroGeoSphere. CVGSM was considered outdated and too 
coarse to complete the analysis. WESTSIM and KingIGSM were found geographically 
incomplete in the Friant Division, while HydroGeoSphere was still in early stages of 
development. Although CVHM and C2VSIM were identified as the best candidates for 
the regional focus of the groundwater analyses presented in the Draft PEIS/R, neither was 
ready and available for application when the groundwater analysis was initiated. 

In light of these limitations, an existing numerical tool (Schmidt Tool) was selected and 
supplemented with the Mass Balance Tool to evaluate regional groundwater conditions in 
the Friant Division. The Schmidt Tool is a numerical tool developed by Schmidt (2005a, 
2005b) during San Joaquin River litigation that estimates changes in groundwater levels 
on an annual basis at a district scale in the Friant Division.  Because the Schmidt Tool 
does not have input data available for all of the Friant Division long-term contractors, 
only a subset of Friant Division long-term contractors is represented using the Schmidt 
Tool analysis. In response to comments received from Friant Water Authority during 
development of the Draft PEIS/R that the groundwater conditions in the remaining Friant 
Division long-term contractor areas needed to be evaluated similarly, the Mass Balance 
Tool was developed and applied for the remaining Friant Division long-term contractors 
not represented by the Schmidt Tool. It is recognized that these two methods were 
developed independent of each other and do not directly correlate. However, the Schmidt 
Tool was selected as the best available tool for analyzing groundwater conditions within 



Chapter 3.0 
Individual Comments and Responses 

Program Environmental Final 
Impact Statement/Report 3.8-429 – July 2012 

the areas to which it applies, and the Mass Balance Tool was developed as the best 
available approach for the remaining areas. Together, these tools are the most recently 
developed and available tools for evaluating groundwater levels specifically in the Friant 
Division. This approach is sufficient because it applies the best tools available at the time 
the analysis was conducted for analyzing groundwater conditions within the Friant 
Division. 

Lindsay-Strathmore Irrigation District (ID) and Orange Cove ID are located at the eastern 
boundary of the aquifer, at the base of the Sierra foothills.  Rapid thinning of the aquifer 
formation underlying these specific districts occurs moving toward the base of the Sierra 
foothills. As a result, associated groundwater levels show dramatic responses to changes 
in groundwater pumping. The Schmidt Tool does not provide the sensitivity to capture 
the localized responses across the district areas. Within the Schmidt Tool, annual changes 
in groundwater levels are calculated as a result of changes in groundwater pumping. 
Because the regional resolution of the model assumptions is not fully reflective of the 
unique groundwater conditions within Lindsay-Strathmore Irrigation District ID and 
Orange Cove ID, small increases to surface water supply deliveries within the Schmidt 
Tool results in small decreases in groundwater pumping in those districts (as shown in 
Table 12-16 of the Draft PEIS/R) and create large increases in groundwater levels (as 
shown in Table 12-17 of the Draft PEIS/R). Although the analyses provide output 
categorized by district, this output should not be construed as a precise forecast of 
conditions that would occur at the district level. The Schmidt Tool analyses provide an 
estimate of trends in groundwater conditions in the region, at a level of detail sufficient 
for evaluating and comparing alternatives in the PEIS/R. Footnotes to Tables 12-16 
through 12-19 on pages 12-72 through 12-75 of the Draft PEIS/R have been revised to 
reflect this discussion. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

For the reasons set forth above, no changes to the PEIS/R are necessary. 

FWA-45: The basis of comparison used to determine the potential impacts of 
implementing the action alternatives includes the conditions in place when the NOP was 
published in August 2007 (i.e., existing conditions) as well as the reasonably foreseeable 
actions expected to occur in the study area by 2030 (the No-Action Alternative), 
consistent with NEPA and CEQA requirements. The 2030 planning horizon for 
assessment of impacts in the PEIS/R is consistent with long-term operations modeling 
data, tools, and assumptions; acceptable levels of uncertainty and speculation; and the 
range of available hydrologic data. Simulations of existing conditions reflect 2005 land-
use assumptions governing water supply demand in the Sacramento and San Joaquin 
valleys. 

The results from the analysis indicate that groundwater levels under Existing Conditions 
and Future-No Action are similar as presented in Tables 12-17, 12-19, 12-21, and 12-23 
of the Draft PEIS/R. The output from the Schmidt Tool analysis estimates drawdown 
(changes in groundwater levels) per year as a function of the change in pumping or in the 
case of this analysis, the change in surface water deliveries, which is assumed to be 
supplemented by groundwater pumping. To estimate long-term aquifer drawdown for the 
PEIS/R, annual drawdown within each district region, estimated from the Schmidt Tool 
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or the Mass Balance Tool, was applied for a 25-year period (the planning horizon from 
2005 to 2030) to estimate the effect at 2030 conditions. Because the results from the 
CalSim-II analysis show that surface water deliveries under the 2005 level of demand 
(Existing Condition) and the 2030 level of demand (Future No-Action condition) are 
virtually the same, there is no change in the long-term aquifer drawdown. The 
relationships used in the Schmidt Tool for this analysis, and key assumptions associated 
with using these relationships, are described in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

FWA-46: Page 12-67 of the Draft PEIS/R describes the data presented in Figures 12-19 
through 12-46. The tables in the impact analysis discussion (Tables 12-16 through 12-23) 
present the same data as presented within the figures with the addition of the results from 
Alternatives B1 and B2. The figures present results from the No Project (Existing) 
Condition and No Action (Future) Condition, 16 (a) + 16 (b) Condition (Alternatives C1 
and C2), and 16 (b) Only Condition (Alternatives A1 and A2). Text has not been revised. 

FWA-47: Text on page 12-121, line 14, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response 
to the comment to clarify that the potential for accelerated overdraft under the action 
alternatives could lead to private well owners abandoning or deepening groundwater 
wells sooner than would occur under the No-Action Alternative if groundwater levels are 
drawn below existing well screens. Changes in land and water management practices in 
the Friant Division, including applying higher efficiency water, sowing different crops, 
fallowing land, reducing irrigated acreage, and increasing water purchases and transfers 
could potentially reduce demand for water supply. Costs for deepening groundwater 
wells, lowering pumps in the wells, constructing new groundwater wells, or abandoning 
wells would be the responsibility of private well owners. See revision in Chapter 4.0, 
"Errata," of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-48: Text on page 13-18, lines 6 through 7, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised in 
response to comment to clarify that the flood flows listed are the flood flows that have 
occurred most recently, and to avoid indicating that there were no flood flows before 
1997. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-49: Text on page 13-18, lines 26 through 28, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised 
in response to the comment to clarify that Reach 2A has high percolation losses. See 
Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-50: Text on page 13-44, lines 21 through 23, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised 
in response to this comment to clarify that although VAMP was discontinued in 2011, the 
No-Action Alternative includes a continuation of a VAMP-like condition. The SWRCB 
indicates that VAMP experimental data will be used to create permanent objectives for 
the pulse flow period. It is anticipated that new SWRCB objectives will maintain the 
same level of protection for fisheries as the current program or increase the level of 
protection, and that such protections will remain in place through 2030. Because 
considerable uncertainty remains as to the flows that will occur under future flow 
requirements in the San Joaquin River, the analyses include the continuation of VAMP as a 
surrogate for these requirements. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 
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FWA-51: San Luis Canal is not mentioned in the referenced section, because it is not 
necessary to do so for the purposes of the chapter. Only facilities particularly relevant to 
discussions in this chapter are described. However, the referenced section acknowledges 
that other facilities beyond those described do exist. Text has not been revised. 

FWA-52: Text on page 13-67, line 12, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response 
to this comment to clarify that CVPIA Section 3406(c)(1) mandated development of a 
comprehensive plan that is reasonable, prudent, and feasible. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” 
of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-53: Comment noted. 

FWA-54: Text on page 13-67, line 33, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response 
to the comment to clarify that the San Joaquin River Agreement expired in 2011. See 
Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-55: This comment is substantially similar to comment FWA-1b. See response to 
comment FWA-1b. 

FWA-56: A project-level analysis of water quality impacts to districts that would receive 
water supplies diverted from the Delta instead of water supplies from Millerton Lake is 
not included in the PEIS/R because project-level details of the recirculation plan are not 
available at this time. Instead, recirculation of recaptured Interim and Restoration flows is 
analyzed at a program level in the PEIS/R. See response to comment FWA-3a for 
additional information related to this comment, including discussion of the basis for 
concluding that this program-level impact would be less than significant. 

FWA-57: A project-level analysis of water quality impacts to districts that would receive 
water supplies diverted from the Delta instead of water supplies from Millerton Lake is 
not included in the PEIS/R because project-level details of the recirculation plan are not 
available at this time. Instead, recirculation of recaptured Interim and Restoration flows is 
analyzed at a program level in the PEIS/R. See response to comment FWA-3a for 
additional information related to this comment, including discussion of the basis for 
concluding that this program-level impact would be less than significant. 

FWA-58: A project-level analysis of water quality impacts to districts that would receive 
water supplies diverted from the Delta instead of water supplies from Millerton Lake is 
not included in the PEIS/R because project-level details of the recirculation plan are not 
available at this time. Instead, recirculation of recaptured Interim and Restoration flows is 
analyzed at a program level in the PEIS/R. See response to comment FWA-3a for 
additional information related to this comment, including discussion of the basis for 
concluding that this program-level impact would be less than significant. 

FWA-59: The full sentence in the summary of Impact LUP-8 that the comment refers to 
is as follows: “On average, however, water deliveries to Friant Division long-term 
contractors would be reduced, which would result in a shortfall of surface water supplies 
during some dry years and, thus, would result in additional groundwater pumping, 
changes in agricultural practices (e.g., crop selection), and idling of cropland.” 
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This statement does not assert that water supplies would only be reduced in dry years, but 
rather that in some years the reduced water deliveries would result in additional 
groundwater pumping, changes in agricultural practices, and potential idling of cropland. 
However, this statement is inconsistent with the text of the full discussion, which does 
not limit the effects of reduced water deliveries to “some dry years.” Therefore, in 
response to this comment, text on page 16-44, lines 23 through 32, has been revised. See 
Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. This revision does not change the analysis or 
conclusions presented in the Draft PEIS/R. 

This comment also makes statements about effects on groundwater levels resulting from 
reduced water deliveries in all water year types. For discussion of effects of reduced 
water deliveries to Friant Division long-term contractors on groundwater levels, please 
see Impact GRW-4. (For the action alternatives, this discussion begins on page 12-121 of 
the Draft PEIS/R.) Impact GRW-4 discusses the effects of the alternatives on 
groundwater pumping in Friant Division long-term contractor districts, and uses two 
different approaches to estimate these effects. Based on these estimates, Impact GRW-4 
concluded that groundwater overdraft would increase and the impact would be potentially 
significant and unavoidable. 

FWA-60: As described in Chapter 16.0, “Land Use Planning and Agricultural 
Resources,” of the Draft PEIS/R, the analysis of Impact LUP-8, Substantial 
Diminishment of Agricultural Land Resource Quality and Importance Because of Altered 
Water Deliveries, does not assume that groundwater pumping will be used to make up for 
all of the water reductions. Rather, it concludes that even with additional groundwater 
pumping, reduced water deliveries would cause a substantial effect on agricultural land 
resource quality and importance. This conclusion is based in part on the integrated 
modeling of changes in deliveries of surface water, change in groundwater levels, 
agricultural production, and regional socioeconomics described in Appendix H, 
“Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R. As part of this integrated modeling, simulations using 
CVPM were conducted to assess the effects of the program alternatives on agricultural 
crop production. In these simulations, if the cost of accessing groundwater is too large to 
generate positive net returns to crop production, even after considering changes in 
irrigation technology and crop types, then agricultural land would be assumed to be idled 
(see Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R, pages 6-2 to 6-15). Thus, simulated 
agricultural production could be impacted by reduced deliveries of surface water, despite 
the potential availability of additional groundwater. Furthermore, Impact LUP-8 notes 
that these CVPM simulations do not address all issues affecting the replacement of some 
water deliveries with additional groundwater pumping, including limited access to 
adequate quality groundwater. It also notes that these issues could affect agricultural 
productivity, and that irrigated acreages could be reduced by more than 1,000 acres. In 
part for this reason, the Draft PEIS/R concludes that this impact would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

Potential changes to ordinances, adjudication, or other plausible changes in regulatory 
restrictions to groundwater pumping are speculative. Thus, scenarios based on potential 
future regulatory restrictions have not been modeled or analyzed. Text has not been 
revised. 
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FWA-61: Chapter 19.0, “Power and Energy,” of the Draft PEIS/R presents impacts to 
power and energy. Socioeconomic impacts are evaluated separately in Chapter 22.0, 
“Socioeconomics.” Sector and regional evaluations of energy availability are appropriate 
for this resource topic because of the connected nature of power grids within the study 
area, which provide the ability to redistribute energy in response to demand. Text has not 
been revised. 

FWA-62: The commenter states that, “the analysis of reductions in water supply 
understates the increased groundwater pumping significantly.” As described in response 
to comment FWA-42, potential changes in groundwater pumping are accurately assessed 
in the Draft PEIS/R. See response to comment FWA-24 for additional information 
relevant to this comment. 

The commenter also states that, “the determination of significance should be based on 
increased energy use in the affected area, not the total energy consumption in the 
agricultural sector.” The determination of significance for changes in energy 
consumption within the Friant Division is based on relative percentage of consumption 
by the agricultural sector for the regional utility providers Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (PG&E) and Southern California Edison (SCE). These figures are a valid basis 
of comparison because they are both region- and agriculture-specific. 

FWA-63: Text on page 21-17, lines 10 through 17, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised 
in response to this comment to clarify that the resource management plan is complete.  
See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R.  

FWA-64: Net and gross are not inadvertently reversed: the simulated reduction of net 
revenues is greater than the simulated reduction in gross revenues. These results are also 
summarized in Appendix H, "Modeling," of the Draft PEIS/R, Tables 6-8 and 6-9. Text 
has not been revised. 

FWA-65: Tables 22-36, 22-38, and 22-39 in Chapter 22.0, “Socioeconomics,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R summarize results of IMPLAN simulations of the effects of operational 
changes on total industry output and employment. The methodology of these simulations 
is provided in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Table 22-39 provides this 
summary for the effects of the project-level action of operating Friant Dam for the release 
of Interim and Restoration flows. Tables 22-36 and 22-38 provide this summary for 
Alternatives B1 and B2, and C1 and C2, respectively. Additional results are provided for 
Alternatives B1, B2, C1, and C2 because program-level actions of these alternatives 
would alter the operational effects of the action to release Interim and Restoration flows 
from Friant Dam. 

The effects summarized in Tables 22-36, 22-38, and 22-39 are the result of long-term 
changes in both recreation and water deliveries to the Friant Division long-term 
contractors. The simulations summarized in these tables did not include short-term effects 
of construction activities (i.e., program-level actions); and thus, the evaluation of long-
term changes as a result of operating Friant Dam for the release of Interim and 
Restoration flows was not confounded by treating short-term construction-related effects 
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as long-term effects. The increases in Retail Trade and in Accommodation and Food 
Services are largely the result of changes in recreational activities. 

Text on page 22-67, lines 30 and 31, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response to 
this comment to clarify that these changes are associated with long-term operations, 
rather than construction. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-66: Information pertaining to compliance documentation on projects described in 
Chapter 26.0, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft PEIS/R are not updated, as this 
information would not change the impacts assessment or the inclusion of these projects in 
the assessment. The Upper San Joaquin River Basin Storage Investigation Feasibility 
Report and EIS/R has not been released to date. At the time of development of this Final 
PEIS/R, a revised date of anticipated release was not available. Text on page 26-17, line 
16, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response to this comment to remove reference 
to an anticipated date of release. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-67: Text on page 26-35, lines 24 and 25, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to this comment to remove reference to Table 26-3. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” 
of this Final PEIS/R. 

FWA-68: Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” of the Draft PEIS/R describes 
the potential for the action alternatives to impact existing populations of fall-run Chinook 
salmon through hybridization or disease resulting from reintroduction of spring-run 
Chinook salmon to the Restoration Area (see page 5-74 of the Draft PEIS/R). Overall, 
these impacts are considered less than significant, but not beneficial. When considered 
together with the impacts of other past and present projects, these less-than-significant 
impacts would contribute to an overall significant cumulative impact, as discussed in the 
text referenced by the commenter. Section 27.1, “Significant and Unavoidable Impacts,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R includes only those impacts that could occur as a result of 
implementing the Settlement alone; it does not include cumulative impacts. 

FWA-69: Potential changes to ordinances, adjudication, or other plausible changes in 
regulatory restrictions to groundwater pumping are speculative. Thus, scenarios based on 
potential future regulatory restrictions have not been modeled or analyzed. Text has not 
been revised. 

FWA-70: The references on page 2-6 of Appendix G, “Plan Formulation,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R identify the average annual volume of water available for diversion as 16(b) 
supplies to be 147 TAF. Table 3.2.1 identifies the average simulated quantity delivered as 
16(b) supplies over the contract year to be 98 TAF. The average simulated quantity 
delivered as 16(b) is less than the total available volume because of constraints in the 
ability of the Friant-Kern and Madera canals to divert the full available supplies at the 
time that they are present and, to a lesser degree, modeled limitations in the ability of the 
Friant-Division to receive and use the supplies when available. Text has not been revised. 

FWA-71: As stated on page 2-14 of the Paragraph 16(b) Actions Considered in Program 
Alternatives Attachment to Appendix G of the Draft PEIS/R, when the Tule Wetness 
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Index exceeds 41 TAF, it is assumed in CalSim-II that the valley floor has received 
sufficient precipitation to reduce local demands for typical surface water 
applications.  For the purposes of the PEIS/R, it was assumed that the exceedence of the 
Tule Wetness Index would remove participation in permanent crop recharge activities, 
corresponding to an infiltration capacity of zero in Water Management Areas 5-North, 5-
South, 6, and 7. This assumption does not apply to groundwater banking facilities which 
could be developed under Part III of Title X of the Omnibus Public Land Management 
Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-11) to receive 16(b) supplies, which are assumed to 
maintain infiltration capacity regardless of the Tule Wetness Index. This is reflected in 
Table 2-4 for options under Water Management Area 5N, including groundwater banking 
facilities (options 39, 103, 104) with an infiltration rate above zero when the Tule 
Wetness Index exceeds 41 TAF, and one non-groundwater banking facility (option 98) 
with an infiltration rate of zero when the Tule Wetness Index exceeds 41 TAF, which 
could all take advantage of 16(b) supplies. Text has not been revised. 

FWA-72: The analysis assumes participation of half of the permanent crop acreage in the 
Friant Division in order to bracket an upper boundary of potential recharge within the 
Friant Division. This assumption is based on the expectation that no more than half of the 
permanent cropland would participate. The lower boundary is zero participation. Text has 
not been revised. 

FWA-73: The estimate for the availability of end-use facilities refers to the assumption 
that end-use facilities, such as direct recharge, in-lieu, and permanent crop flooding 
operations, have full availability to accommodate or use available supplies. This is 
described in Section 2.2 of Paragraph 16(b) Actions Considered in Program Alternatives 
Attachment to Appendix G, “Plan Formulation,” of the Draft PEIS/R as theoretical 
instantaneous recharge capacities developed based on data provided by CVP Friant 
Division long-term contractors and existing reports. Text has not been revised. 

FWA-74: The large percent changes occur when a value under the supplemental analysis 
is compared with a relatively small value under Alternatives A1 and A2 (referred to 
collectively in the Water Operations Action Simulation Results – CalSim Attachment to 
Appendix I, “Supplemental Hydrologic and Water Operations Analyses,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R).  Large positive percent changes result from increases under the supplemental 
analysis as compared with Alternative A where the Alternative A values are effectively 
zero. Similarly, large negative percent changes result from decreases under the 
supplemental analyses as compared with Alternative A where Alternative A values are 
effectively zero. Because the Alternative A values are nearly zero, these are rounded to 
and reported as zero in the corresponding value tables. 

Note that similar tables are presented in the Water Operations Modeling Output – CalSim 
Attachment to Appendix G, “Plan Formulation,” of the Draft PEIS/R. In these tables, 
large percent changes such as those noted in Appendix I by the commenter are adjusted 
to report 0 percent (for large negative values) to avoid confusion. Text has not been 
revised. 
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Responses to Comments from Kern County Water Agency 
KCWA-1: As described in Chapter 12.0, “Hydrology – Groundwater,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin is in a state of overdraft, and 
groundwater levels are expected to continue in a downward trend under the No-Action 
Alternative. Because the action alternatives would potentially increase reliance on 
groundwater, it is anticipated that the action alternatives would increase overdraft and 
accelerate the downward groundwater level trend, resulting in adverse impacts to 
groundwater levels and quality. There are no available feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce the impact and, therefore, impacts to groundwater levels and quality would remain 
potentially significant and unavoidable. As noted by the commenter, this impact could 
disproportionately accrue to minority and low-income populations, in part because the 
areas where this impact could occur also have high proportions of minority residents and 
low-income residents, as described beginning on page 9-39 of the Draft PEIS/R. Project-
level actions, including the release if Interim and Restoration flows and an associated 
increase in groundwater pumping, would result in less-than-significant impacts to air 
quality. As described under Impact AIR-6 on page 4-35 of the Draft PEIS/R, pollutant 
emissions resulting from project-level actions under any action alternative would not 
exceed SJVAPCD standards, and would therefore be less than significant. Text has not 
been revised. 

KCWA-2: The Draft PEIS/R does not evaluate potential impacts from new regulations as 
a result of Settlement-related changes to the hydrology of the Delta, because no new 
regulations are anticipated.  Should new regulations concerning CVP and SWP 
operations in the Delta come into effect in the future, recapture of Interim and 
Restoration flows would be subject to those regulations, as described on page 2-32 of the 
Draft PEIS/R. Recent changes in the regulations governing CVP and SWP operations in 
the Delta are assessed in Appendix C, “CVP/SWP Long-Term Operations Sensitivity 
Analysis,” of this Final PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

KCWA-3: According to Title 50 CFR, Part 17, Section 17.80, “The term experimental 
population means an introduced and/or designated population (including any offspring 
arising solely therefrom) that has been so designated in accordance with the procedures 
of this subpart but only when, and at such times as the population is wholly separate 
geographically from non-experimental populations of the same species. Where part of an 
experimental population overlaps with natural populations of the same species on a 
particular occasion, but is wholly separate at other times, specimens of the experimental 
population will not be recognized as such while in the area of overlap. That is, 
experimental status will only be recognized outside the areas of overlap. Thus, such a 
population shall be treated as experimental only when the times of geographic separation 
are reasonably predictable; e.g., fixed migration patterns, natural or man-made barriers. A 
population is not treated as experimental if total separation will occur solely as a result of 
random and unpredictable events.” 

Under this regulation, reintroduced spring-run Chinook salmon in the San Joaquin River 
would be considered experimental, as no population of this species currently exists in the 
San Joaquin River. These individuals will be considered experimental when in the San 
Joaquin River Basin, where they are considered wholly separate from spring-run Chinook 
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salmon populations in the Sacramento River Basin. San Joaquin River Basin and 
Sacramento River Basin populations would geographically overlap in the Delta during 
migration to the Pacific Ocean. When these populations overlap geographically, the 
reintroduced population would no longer be considered experimental. 

The inclusion of this discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft 
PEIS/R.  Text has not been revised. 

KCWA-4: As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R the reintroduction of spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon is included in all 
action alternatives as a program-level action, and is evaluated in Chapters 4.0 through 
26.0 at a program level of detail. The Implementing Agencies acknowledge that 
additional analysis pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA will be required in the future for 
activities addressed at a program level in this Draft PEIS/R, after specific project details 
are identified. At that time, the Implementing Agencies would require compliance with 
the mitigation measures and performance standards set forth in this PEIS/R as conditions 
for approval of subsequent actions. For further information related to Federal and State 
Special-Status Species Concerns, see also MCR-6, “Third-Party Concerns and Outreach,” 
in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R.” 

The commenter states that, “there is no discussion or analysis of long-term impacts to 
water users should the experimental population status be removed in the future.” It is 
assumed that the commenter is referring to potential restriction on diversions that would 
be associated with entrainment of a list species. Under the action alternatives, 
entrainment at existing water supply diversions could occur within three regions – the 
Restoration Area, the San Joaquin River between the Merced River and the Delta, and the 
Delta. These three areas are individually addressed below. 

Impact FSH-7 (“Changes in Diversions and Entrainment in the San Joaquin River 
Between Friant Dam and the Merced River”) on page 5-72 of the Draft PEIS/R describes 
the effects on fisheries from entrainment in the Restoration Area.  Program-level actions, 
including construction of properly functioning fish screens, are included under all action 
alternatives to reduce entrainment of listed and non-listed fish species, as described on 
pages 2-46 and 2-47 of the Draft PEIS/R. Further, consistent with Section 10004(h)(4) of 
the Act, if Third Parties along the San Joaquin River south of its confluence with the 
Merced River are required to install fish screens or fish bypass facilities due to the release 
of Interim Flows in order to comply with ESA, the Secretary shall bear the costs of the 
installation of such screens or facilities if such costs would be borne by the Federal 
Government under section 10009(a)(3) of the Act, except to the extent that such costs are 
already or are further willingly borne by the State of California or by the Third Parties. 

Risk of entrainment between the Merced River and the Delta as a result of changes in 
diversion is discussed on pages 5-75 and 5-76 of the Draft PEIS/R, under Impact FSH-12.  
As described on page 5-75 of the Draft PEIS/R, increased pumping along the San Joaquin 
River under Alternatives B1, B2, C1, and C2 may increase the potential for entrainment 
of juveniles of representative fish species into the pumps and canals, resulting in losses 
because of mortality, or displacement from suitable habitat. Additionally, it could reduce 



Chapter 3.0 
Individual Comments and Responses 

Program Environmental Final 
Impact Statement/Report 3.8-443 – July 2012 

attraction flow for fall-run Chinook salmon and Central Valley steelhead to the 
tributaries.  However, all diversion facilities would be operated in accordance with 
existing operating criteria, prevailing and relevant laws, regulations, BOs, and court 
orders in place at the time the program-level actions were performed. These operating 
criteria and fish screen designs would reduce the risk of entrainment, and thus reduce the 
impact to fisheries to a less-than-significant level, and resulting in minimal to no affects 
to water users between the Merced River and the Delta. 

The analyses presented in Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R include a qualitative analysis of the potential changes in diversions and 
entrainment in the Delta. This qualitative analysis is identified on page 5-102 for Impact 
FSH-35 (Changes in Diversions and Entrainment in the Delta); and pages 5-107 through 
5-111 for Impact FSH-39 (Changes to Delta Inflow and Flow Patterns in the Delta).  
These impact statements indicate that increased San Joaquin River inflows, and ratios of 
the inflows to reverse flows predicted for Alternatives A1 through C2, are expected to 
reduce the number of fish that would move through the south Delta, thus reducing the 
risk of entrainment.  As stated in Impact FSH-39, Alternatives A1 through C2 would 
increase San Joaquin River inflows and reverse Old and Middle river flows, and ratios of 
the inflows to reverse flows.  These outcomes would likely result in lower occurrences of 
most Delta fish species in the south Delta, which would provide a beneficial effect to 
many Delta fish species, including Central Valley fall-run Chinook salmon, Central 
Valley steelhead, Sacramento splittail, longfin smelt, and delta smelt. While the potential 
for entrainment of reintroduced spring-run Chinook salmon is not evaluated in the Draft 
PEIS/R, it can be inferred from this analysis that increased San Joaquin River inflows, 
and ratios of the inflows to reverse flows predicted for Alternatives A1 through C2, 
would also minimize the number of spring-run Chinook salmon that would be at risk of 
entrainment as a result of diversions. 

As described on pages 5-101 through 5-104 of the Draft PEIS/R, increased reverse flows 
in upper Old and Middle rivers and higher levels of pumping to recapture the increased 
inflow would potentially increase entrainment and predation risks and delay migration for 
fish, including fish originating from the central Delta. These impacts are covered entirely 
through the focus on south Delta where fish impacts would be greatest. As described in 
Impacts FSH-35 (page 5-101) and FSH-39 (page 5-107), it is anticipated that the 
increased San Joaquin River inflow due to Interim and Restoration flows would offset the 
impact by reducing the number of fish that are likely to migrate through the south Delta, 
resulting in in no net change in fish entrainment and a less-than-significant impact.  
When impacts to special-status fish species from pumping threaten to exceed the limits 
set by the USFWS 2008 CVP/SWP Operations BO and the NMFS 2009 CVP/SWP 
Operations BO or other regulations in effect at the time, Reclamation would implement 
actions to reduce pumping and/or inflow. The potential for this finding to change with 
implementation of the 2008 USFWS CVP/SWP Operations BO and 2009 NMFS 
CVP/SWP Operations BO (2009a) is evaluated in Appendix C, “CVP/SWP Long-Term 
Operations Sensitivity Analysis,” of this Final PEIS/R. Appendix C concludes that while 
implementation of the BOs would affect the timing and quantity of water diverted under 
the action alternatives, the risk of entrainment as a result of the action alternatives would 
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not change from the Draft PEIS/R, and would remain less than significant. Text has not 
been revised. 

KCWA-5: As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, no change in operational requirements would be required to recapture Interim 
and Restoration flows in the Restoration Area or in the Delta under the regulatory 
compliance standards in place at the time water is recaptured. Recirculation would be 
subject to available capacity and existing operational constraints within CVP/SWP 
storage and conveyance facilities. As described in Chapter 13.0, “Hydrology – Surface 
Water Supplies and Facilities Operations,” of the Draft PEIS/R, during spring and 
summer, water demands and schedules are greater than the capacity of Reclamation and 
DWR to pump water from the Jones and Banks pumping plants; water stored in San Luis 
Reservoir is used to make up the difference. Since San Luis Reservoir receives very little 
natural inflow, water must be stored during fall and winter when the two Delta pumping 
plants can pump more water from the Delta than is needed to meet water demands. The 
CVP share of San Luis Reservoir is typically at its lowest in August and September and 
at its maximum in April. The SWP contracts between DWR and individual State water 
contractors define several classifications of water available for delivery under specific 
circumstances. All classifications are considered “project water.” 

The quantities of water that could be recaptured at existing CVP/SWP facilities in the San 
Joaquin River and in the Delta were evaluated using historical hydrologic data and 
regulatory constraints, as described in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 
Results indicate that capacity is available under existing physical and regulatory 
constraints to allow recapture of some portion of the Restoration Flows at existing 
CVP/SWP facilities in the San Joaquin River and in the Delta. See Table 13-109 of the 
Draft PEIS/R for a summary of the anticipated changes in simulated exports at Jones and 
Banks pumping plants under the program alternatives. 

Text has not been revised. 

KCWA-6: The analyses and impact assessment presented in the Draft PEIS/R were 
completed using the best available modeling tools and information.  The modeling tools 
used in the Draft PEIS/R analyses were selected because they are publicly available, have 
a knowledgeable user community, and are widely accepted for use in similar systemwide 
analysis of resources in the California Central Valley. The modeling assumptions, 
modeling analyses and results, and baseline conditions used to support the environmental 
analysis in the Draft PEIS/R were based on the best available information and modeling 
tools at the time the Draft PEIS/R was prepared. The sensitivity analyses contained in 
Appendix C to this Final PEIS/R were completed using the same set of tools and 
information, as modified only to reflect an interim representation of the RPAs set forth in 
the 2008 USFWS CVP/SWP Operations BO and 2009 NMFS CVP/SWP Operations BO 
(2009a). 

The analyses presented in the Draft PEIS/R were based, in part, on a water supply 
operations modeling tool, CalSim-II. The CalSim-II model is widely accepted as the 
standard for simulating the long-term effects of operational changes to CVP and SWP 
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facilities.  At the time evaluations were completed in support of the Draft PEIS/R, there 
was no representation of the full set of RPAs set forth in the 2008 USFWS CVP/SWP 
Operations BO and 2009 NMFS CVP/SWP Operations BO (2009a) available for use in 
the CalSim-II model. Therefore, the baseline for analyses presented in the Draft PEIS/R 
was developed using the best available information, remains the most defensible baseline, 
and has not been revised in the Final PEIS/R. At the time the sensitivity analyses were 
completed in support of the Final PEIS/R, Reclamation and NMFS continued to discuss 
and work toward the representation of the 2008 and 2009 RPAs into a singular CalSim-II 
baseline. However, a representation that sufficiently captures the range of potential RPA 
implementation scenarios was available at the time the sensitivity analyses were 
developed, allowing for an evaluation of the potential for the 2008 and 2009 RPAs to 
change the anticipated effects of the program alternatives from those presented in the 
Draft PEIS/R. 

The sensitivity analyses presented in Appendix C of this Final PEIS/R were performed to 
represent a comprehensive range of RPA implementation scenarios and evaluate the 
potential for the 2008 and 2009 RPAs to change the anticipated effects of the program 
alternatives from those presented in the Draft PEIS/R, which are based on the conditions 
evaluated in the 2005 USFWS and 2004 NMFS BOs. The CalSim-II simulations for the 
sensitivity analyses presented in Appendix C to the Final PEIS/R were developed to 
identify the range of potential operation changes that could occur under any RPA 
implementation scenario. CalSim-II output from these simulations was then used in 
analyzing the potential for the RPAs to change the anticipated effects to related resources 
using the same set of tools and information used in the Draft PEIS/R, including Delta 
hydrodynamics (using DSM2), groundwater (using the Schmidt Tool and mass balance 
method), agricultural economics (using CVPM), regional economics (using IMPLAN), 
and long-term power system power generation to reflect the updated surface water model. 
The sensitivity analyses results demonstrate that the overall impact mechanisms and 
significance determinations presented in the Draft PEIS/R would not change under a 
baseline that includes the RPAs set forth in the 2008 USFWS CVP/SWP Operations BO 
and 2009 NMFS CVP/SWP Operations BO (2009a). 

In comparison to the results presented in the Draft PEIS/R, the results of the sensitivity 
analyses presented in Appendix C to the Final PEIS/R do not identify new significant 
environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental 
impact, and do not create a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that would 
clearly lessen environmental impacts of the action alternatives (including the proposed 
project).  Therefore, inclusion of the sensitivity analyses in the Final PEIS/R does not 
trigger a need to recirculate a revised Draft PEIS/R under either NEPA or CEQA. Rather, 
the sensitivity analyses demonstrate that the overall impact mechanisms and significance 
determinations presented in the Draft PEIS/R would not change under a baseline that 
includes the RPAs set forth in the 2008 USFWS CVP/SWP Operations BO and 2009 
NMFS CVP/SWP Operations BO (2009a), confirming that the analyses and conclusions 
presented in the Draft PEIS/R are thorough, accurate, and unlikely to change in light of 
the RPAs. For the reasons set forth above, Reclamation and DWR believe that the 
PEIS/R provides a thorough, appropriate analysis of all relevant impacts of the action 
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alternatives (including the proposed project) and the alternatives as required by NEPA 
and CEQA. 

KCWA-7: The environmentally preferable/superior alternative is identified as 
Alternative B2 in Chapter 27.0, “Other NEPA and CEQA Considerations,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R unless a future study of the benefits of floodplain restoration in Reach 4B1 
determines that Alternative B1 is the environmentally preferable/superior alternative. 
Text has not been revised. 
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3.8.12 Kings River Fisheries Management Program 
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Responses to Comments from Kings River Fisheries Management Program 
KRFMP-1: The commenter raises several concerns regarding text in Chapter 21.0, 
“Recreation,” of the Draft PEIS/R. First, in reference to Impact REC-4, the commenter 
states, “The addition of 18,000 plus anglers (considering the estimate for Lost lake Park 
ALONE was 18,000) per year, to an already very heavily used Kings River System, 
represents an enormous third party impact,” (emphasis in original). Impact REC-4 as 
described in the Draft PEIS/R incorrectly reported the estimated number of anglers 
visiting Lost Lake Park annually, located in Reach 1A, as approximately 18,000. The 
estimated number of anglers is approximately 1,600. The text on page 21-34, lines 7 
through 12, has been revised in Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R to clarify that 
most of the approximately 1,600 anglers visiting the park annually do so multiple times 
each year, for a total of approximately 18,000 angler days. This estimated number of 
angler days, based on a survey conducted by Houser and North in 2000, refers to the 
number of estimated visits to the park made by individuals to fish (angler days). These 
data represent the best available information on recreational use in Reach 1 and provide a 
reasonable estimate of angler days for the reach, given that most trout fishing occurs from 
the riverbank in Lost Lake Park. 

The commenter also states that, “Before simply shifting the angling pressure entirely to 
the Kings River as suggested by this document, the San Joaquin River Restoration 
Program should endeavor to the enhancement of other potential on and off-stream options 
near the San Joaquin River itself.” Mitigation Measure REC-4 would enhance public 
fishing access and trout populations on the Kings River below Pine Flat Dam to better 
accommodate anglers displaced from Reach 1 who choose to travel to the Kings River. 
Specific actions to enhance public fishing access and trout populations would be 
determined during subsequent site-specific NEPA/CEQA evaluation of Chinook salmon 
reintroduction, but could include fish habitat enhancement projects in the river, fish 
stocking, fish population monitoring, hatchery production of catchable trout, public 
education, and/or public outreach. The Draft PEIS/R concluded that the actual number of 
anglers displaced to the Kings River would be relatively small and, after implementation 
of Mitigation Measure REC-4, would not impact angling opportunities on the Kings 
River. 

While some displaced anglers could travel to the Kings River below Pine Flat Dam 
(approximately 40 miles southeast of Reach 1), others may choose not to fish, or could 
elect to pursue other fishing opportunities in the vicinity of Reach 1, such as warm-water 
sport fishing in isolated gravel pits and ponds along Reach 1, or angling opportunities 
upstream from Millerton Lake. For a number of reasons, it is likely that some portion of 
the approximately 1,600 anglers displaced from the San Joaquin River would be attracted 
to sites other than the Kings River.  Also, San Joaquin River anglers who may be 
displaced by the SJRRP to the Kings River would likely be dispersed to the several park 
sites providing fishing access, reducing the increase in angling pressure at any one site.  
Therefore, even if all of the approximately 1,600 San Joaquin River anglers, and their 
approximately 18,000 days of annual angling activity, were displaced to the Kings River 
(which is highly unlikely as described above), it would represent only about 12 additional 
anglers per site per day during the peak season.  In addition to on-stream trout angling 
opportunities at the Kings River, San Joaquin River anglers have the opportunity to fish 
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for trout at 83-acre Avocado Lake (adjacent to the Kings River), as the lake is also 
stocked with trout by DFG.  This could further reduce the additional fishing pressure on 
the Kings River from displaced San Joaquin River anglers. 

Relating to the capacity of the Kings River trout fishery to absorb additional angling 
pressure, the commenter references Kings River Fisheries Management Program 
(KRFMP) monitoring reports. These reports (or any other sources that we are aware of) 
do not provide information on current angling activity levels on the Kings River, nor the 
angling pressure that is most compatible with the current capacity of the fishery.  
Therefore, it is not appropriate to use these sources to calculate what percent increase any 
increased angling activity on the Kings River from displaced San Joaquin anglers is 
likely to represent.  However, it should also be noted that the Kings River receives 25,000 
sub-catchable “put and grow” fish annually (KRFMP 2008), which the San Joaquin River 
does not receive, and that the planned improvements of the Kings River Fisheries 
Management Program and others to trout habitat at numerous sites on the Kings River are 
also likely to increase the capacity of the fishery in the long term. 

Under Mitigation Measure REC-4, specific actions to enhance fishing access would be 
developed in cooperation with the Kings River Conservancy and State and local agencies 
participating in ongoing park and river access construction and enhancement projects. 
Example projects include construction of the Kings River Access Park or similar facilities 
to provide anglers and others with amenities such as nonmotorized boat launches, parking 
areas, restrooms, information kiosks, and picnic tables. In addition, specific actions to 
enhance trout populations could be developed in cooperation with the Kings River Water 
Association, Kings River Conservation District, and DFG in support of the Kings River 
Fisheries Management Program Framework Agreement and Fisheries Management 
Program. Specific actions to enhance trout populations may include fish habitat 
enhancement projects in the river, fish stocking, and fish population monitoring. Actions 
could also include hatchery production of catchable trout, particularly if the San Joaquin 
Hatchery reduces trout production as a result of producing salmon in support of 
implementing the Settlement. 

In addition to enhanced angling opportunities on the Kings River described above, 
improvements to warm-water sport fishing opportunities in the vicinity of Reach 1 would 
also likely decrease the potential for displaced San Joaquin River anglers to impact Kings 
River angling opportunities, as described below. 

Regarding development of alternate warm-water fishing opportunities in the vicinity of 
the San Joaquin River, Mitigation Measure REC-5, described on page 21-36 of the Draft 
PEIS/R, would require that project proponent(s) for future program-level actions with the 
potential to result in significant impacts to warm-water fishing opportunities work in 
cooperation with the SJRC, the SJRPCT, DFG, Fresno County, and other agencies 
participating in management of the San Joaquin River Parkway to enhance remaining 
warm-water fishing opportunities or create new opportunities in the vicinity. 

In response to comments received on the Draft PEIS/R and through continued 
coordination with DFG and other agencies participating in management of the San 
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Joaquin River Parkway, Reclamation is currently working to identify opportunities to 
enhance or create warm-water fishing opportunities in the vicinity of Reach 1. 
Reclamation will continue to work with DFG and other agencies to pursue ways to 
enhance or create warm-water fishing opportunities in the Reach 1 vicinity. 

See also MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master 
Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant to this 
comment. 

KRFMP-2: The commenter raises several concerns with Impact and Mitigation Measure 
REC-4, as described on pages 21-34 and 21-35 of the Draft PEIS/R. This comment is 
substantially similar to comment KRFMP-1. See response to comment KRFMP-1. See 
also MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment 
Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant to this comment. 

KRFMP-3: The commenter is correct that salmon migrated upstream past the Mendota 
Dam as recently as the late 1990s. Mendota Dam is equipped with a fish ladder originally 
constructed to facilitate upstream migration. While not a complete barrier to upstream 
migration, Mendota Dam is now considered to present a considerable barrier, particularly 
at low flow, and the fish ladder at Mendota Dam would likely require substantial 
modification to function properly (McBain and Trush 2002). The Draft PEIS/R assesses 
the proposed Mendota Pool Bypass as well as the installation of barriers to prevent 
straying (see page 2-48, lines 8 through 18, of the Draft PEIS/R), at the program level.  
The need for additional barriers at specific locations, such as downstream from Mendota 
Dam to direct migrating salmon into the Mendota Pool Bypass, is currently under 
evaluation as part of the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B Improvements Project. 
Studies to be conducted in support of the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B 
Improvements Project will include a project-level evaluation of the potential impacts of 
the project to recreation, including the potential impacts of a No-Action Alternative under 
which no barrier would be installed. 

The commenter also raises concerns regarding the potential for fishing closures on the 
Kings River as a result of reintroduced Chinook salmon straying into the Kings River via 
the Fresno Slough to impact recreational activities on the Kings River and preclude 
implementation of Mitigation Measure REC-4 (described in Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R). For the reasons described above, straying of reintroduced Chinook 
salmon into the Kings River is not anticipated to occur as a result of implementing the 
action alternatives. If, however, DFG elected to impose fishing restrictions on the Kings 
River due to straying of Chinook salmon or for any other reason, DFG would complete 
project-level environmental analyses to comply with CEQA before implementing new 
regulations. Text has not been revised. 

KRFMP-4: The text referenced in the comment states that, “similar swimming and 
fishing would remain available in the vicinity of Reach 1, as well as on the Kings River 
and at Millerton Lake, significant adverse effects on these activities are not likely.” It 
does not divert all swimming and wading to the Kings River. The impact conclusion is 
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not “no impact,” but rather “less than significant.” Therefore, no mitigation for impacts to 
swimming is proposed. 

As described on page 21-49 of Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” of the Draft PEIS/R, under 
Impact REC-11, the impacts on swimming and wading from increased flows would 
primarily occur during March and April. Although hot weather occasionally occurs in the 
Fresno area during these months, the average daily high temperature is 68 ºF in March 
and 75 ºF in April. This period is before the onset of consistently hot days (greater than 
80 to 85 ºF) that draw the public to the river to swim or wade. Water temperatures in the 
river are also low (55 to 60 ºF) during April and May. Given these moderate air 
temperatures and cold water temperatures, the number of potentially affected swimmers 
and waders would be small. Regarding public safety issues on the Kings River, during 
most years mean flows below Pine Flat Reservoir during March and April are between 
500 and 2,000 cfs (and considerably lower below Fresno Weir). The much higher flows 
that occurred during much of March and April of 2011 are typical only of periods when 
very high inflow into Pine Flat Reservoir results in large dam releases. It should also be 
noted that similar swimming opportunities would remain available at Millerton Lake 
during March and April. 

KRFMP-5: As described in Chapter 21.0, "Recreation," of the Draft PEIS/R under 
Impact REC-12, adverse impacts on boating would primarily occur during a 4- to 6-week 
period in March and April of some years, well before the warmer late spring and summer 
period when most boating activity on the river occurs.  (Increased flow would have 
beneficial effects on boating during late spring and summer in most years.)  Therefore, 
the number of potentially affected boaters would be small. Also, during most years the 
mean flows in the Kings River below Pine Flat Reservoir during March and April are 
between 500 and 1,500 cfs (and considerably less below Fresno Weir). Published 
paddling guides indicate that flows below 2,500 cfs are suitable for boating on the Kings 
River, including for novices (American Whitewater Association 2007). Although the 
diversion structures (weirs) may pose a hazard to boaters, the same guides also indicate 
that all are easily portaged, and that boaters may bypass Gould Weir by using a side 
channel.  The paddling guides also suggest that the Kings River presents fewer hazards 
from trees and brush than Reach 1 of the San Joaquin River, which is characterized in 
many areas by narrow, braided channels, with trees and other vegetation in the channels, 
as a result of the historically low flows. This analysis supports the analysis and 
conclusions presented in the Draft PEIS/R.  Text has not been revised. 

KRFMP-6: As stated on page 2-52 of the Draft PEIS/R, “The purpose of the recreation 
outreach program will be to inform the recreating public as well as agencies and 
organizations that serve the recreating public and protect public safety, of changes in 
river flows that would occur as a result of the Restoration Flows, and of the potential 
effects associated with those changes, including recreational boating hazards, particularly 
in Reach 1. The program will also inform the public of similar alternative boating 
opportunities in the area, such as those available on the lower Kings River below Pine 
Flat Reservoir.” If acceptable boating opportunities are not available on the lower Kings 
River below Pine Flat Reservoir due to high flows or other conditions, the recreation 
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outreach program would not identify such opportunities. See also response to comment 
KRFMP-5 for additional information relevant to this comment. 
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3.8.13 Kings River Water Association 
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Responses to Comments from Kings River Water Association 
KRWA-1: The commenter is correct that salmon migrated upstream past the Mendota 
Dam as recently as the late 1990s. Mendota Dam is equipped with a fish ladder originally 
constructed to facilitate upstream migration. While not a complete barrier to upstream 
migration, Mendota Dam is now considered to present a considerable barrier, particularly 
at low flow, and the fish ladder at Mendota Dam would likely require substantial 
modification to function properly (McBain and Trush 2002). The Draft PEIS/R assesses 
the proposed Mendota Pool Bypass as well as the installation of barriers to prevent 
straying (see page 2-48, lines 8 through 18, of the Draft PEIS/R), at the program level.  
The need for additional barriers at specific locations, such as downstream from Mendota 
Dam to direct migrating salmon into the Mendota Pool Bypass is currently under 
evaluation as part of the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B Improvements Project. 
Studies to be conducted in support of the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B 
Improvements Project will include a project-level evaluation of the potential impacts of 
the project to recreation, including the potential impacts of a No-Action Alternative under 
which no barrier would be installed. 

The commenter also raises concerns regarding the potential for fishing closures on the 
Kings River as a result of reintroduced Chinook salmon straying into the Kings River via 
the Fresno Slough to impact recreational activities on the Kings River and preclude 
implementation of Mitigation Measure REC-4 (described in Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R). For the reasons described above, straying of reintroduced Chinook 
salmon into the Kings River is not anticipated to occur as a result of implementing the 
action alternatives. If, however, DFG elected to impose fishing restrictions on the Kings 
River due to straying of Chinook salmon or for any other reason, DFG would complete 
project-level environmental analyses to comply with CEQA before implementing new 
regulations. Text has not been revised. 

KRWA-2: Text on page 5-17, lines 29 through 33, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised 
to add James Bypass in response to comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final 
PEIS/R. 

KRWA-3: The commenter raises several concerns regarding text in Chapter 21.0, 
“Recreation,” of the Draft PEIS/R. First, in reference to Impact REC-4, the commenter 
states, “The addition of 18,000 plus anglers (considering the estimate for Lost lake Park 
ALONE was 18,000) per year, to an already very heavily used Kings River System, 
represents an enormous third party impact,” (emphasis in original). Impact REC-4 as 
described in the Draft PEIS/R incorrectly reported the estimated number of anglers 
visiting Lost Lake Park annually, located in Reach 1A, as approximately 18,000. The 
estimated number of anglers is approximately 1,600. The text on page 21-34, lines 7 
through 12, has been revised in Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R to clarify that 
most of the approximately 1,600 anglers visiting the park annually do so multiple times 
each year, for a total of approximately 18,000 angler days. This estimated number of 
angler days, based on a survey conducted by Houser and North in 2000, refers to the 
number of estimated visits to the park made by individuals to fish (angler days). These 
data represent the best available information on recreational use in Reach 1 and provide a 
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reasonable estimate of angler days for the reach, given that most trout fishing occurs from 
the riverbank in Lost Lake Park. 

The commenter also states that, “Before simply shifting the angling pressure entirely to 
the Kings River as suggested by this document, the San Joaquin River Restoration 
Program should endeavor to the enhancement of other potential on and off-stream options 
near the San Joaquin River itself.” Mitigation Measure REC-4 would enhance public 
fishing access and trout populations on the Kings River below Pine Flat Dam to better 
accommodate anglers displaced from Reach 1 who choose to travel to the Kings River. 
Specific actions to enhance public fishing access and trout populations would be 
determined during subsequent site-specific NEPA/CEQA evaluation of Chinook salmon 
reintroduction, but could include fish habitat enhancement projects in the river, fish 
stocking, fish population monitoring, hatchery production of catchable trout, public 
education, and/or public outreach. The Draft PEIS/R concluded that the actual number of 
anglers displaced to the Kings River would be relatively small and, after implementation 
of Mitigation Measure REC-4, would not impact angling opportunities on the Kings 
River. 

While some displaced anglers could travel to the Kings River below Pine Flat Dam 
(approximately 40 miles southeast of Reach 1), others may choose not to fish, or could 
elect to pursue other fishing opportunities in the vicinity of Reach 1, such as warm-water 
sport fishing in isolated gravel pits and ponds along Reach 1, or angling opportunities 
upstream from Millerton Lake. For a number of reasons, it is likely that some portion of 
the approximately 1,600 anglers displaced from the San Joaquin River would be attracted 
to sites other than the Kings River.  Also, San Joaquin River anglers who may be 
displaced by the SJRRP to the Kings River would likely be dispersed to the several park 
sites providing fishing access, reducing the increase in angling pressure at any one site.  
Therefore, even if all of the approximately 1,600 San Joaquin River anglers, and their 
approximately 18,000 days of annual angling activity, were displaced to the Kings River 
(which is highly unlikely as described above), it would represent only about 12 additional 
anglers per site per day during the peak season.  In addition to on-stream trout angling 
opportunities at the Kings River, San Joaquin River anglers have the opportunity to fish 
for trout at 83-acre Avocado Lake (adjacent to the Kings River), as the lake is also 
stocked with trout by DFG.  This could further reduce the additional fishing pressure on 
the Kings River from displaced San Joaquin River anglers. 

Relating to the capacity of the Kings River trout fishery to absorb additional angling 
pressure, the commenter references KRFMP monitoring reports. These reports (or any 
other sources that we are aware of) do not provide information on current angling activity 
levels on the Kings River, nor the angling pressure that is most compatible with the 
current capacity of the fishery.  Therefore, it is not appropriate to use these sources to 
calculate what percent increase any increased angling activity on the Kings River from 
displaced San Joaquin anglers is likely to represent.  However, it should also be noted 
that the Kings River receives 25,000 sub-catchable “put and grow” fish annually 
(KRFMP 2008), which the San Joaquin River does not receive, and that the planned 
improvements of the Kings River Fisheries Management Program and others to trout 
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habitat at numerous sites on the Kings River are also likely to increase the capacity of the 
fishery in the long term. 

Under Mitigation Measure REC-4, specific actions to enhance fishing access would be 
developed in cooperation with the Kings River Conservancy and State and local agencies 
participating in ongoing park and river access construction and enhancement projects. 
Example projects include construction of the Kings River Access Park or similar facilities 
to provide anglers and others with amenities, such as nonmotorized boat launches, 
parking areas, restrooms, information kiosks, and picnic tables. In addition, specific 
actions to enhance trout populations could be developed in cooperation with the Kings 
River Water Association, Kings River Conservation District, and DFG in support of the 
Kings River Fisheries Management Program Framework Agreement and Fisheries 
Management Program. Specific actions to enhance trout populations may include fish 
habitat enhancement projects in the river, fish stocking, and fish population monitoring. 
Actions could also include hatchery production of catchable trout, particularly if the San 
Joaquin Hatchery reduces trout production as a result of producing salmon in support of 
implementing the Settlement. 

In addition to enhanced angling opportunities on the Kings River described above, 
improvements to warm-water sport fishing opportunities in the vicinity of Reach 1 would 
also likely decrease the potential for displaced San Joaquin River anglers to impact Kings 
River angling opportunities, as described below. 

Regarding development of alternate warm-water fishing opportunities in the vicinity of 
the San Joaquin River, Mitigation Measure REC-5, described on page 21-36 of the Draft 
PEIS/R, would require that project proponent(s) for future program-level actions with the 
potential to result in significant impacts to warm-water fishing opportunities work in 
cooperation with the SJRC, the SJRPCT, DFG, Fresno County, and other agencies 
participating in management of the San Joaquin River Parkway to enhance remaining 
warm-water fishing opportunities or create new opportunities in the vicinity. 

In response to comments received on the Draft PEIS/R and through continued 
coordination with DFG and other agencies participating in management of the San 
Joaquin River Parkway, Reclamation is currently working to identify opportunities to 
enhance or create warm-water fishing opportunities in the vicinity of Reach 1. 
Reclamation will continue to work with DFG and other agencies to pursue ways to 
enhance or create warm-water fishing opportunities in the Reach 1 vicinity. 

See also MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master 
Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant to this 
comment. 

KRWA-4: The commenter raises several concerns with Impact and Mitigation Measure 
REC-4, as described on pages 21-34 and 21-35 of the Draft PEIS/R. This comment is 
substantially similar to comment KRWA-3. See response to comment KRWA-3. See also 
MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment 
Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant to this comment. 
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KRWA-5: The commenter states that, “Diverting swimmers and waders to the Kings 
River during the months of March and April would result in immense public safety 
issues, representing yet another third party impact.” The text referenced in the comment 
states that, “similar swimming and fishing would remain available in the vicinity of 
Reach 1, as well as on the Kings River and at Millerton Lake, significant adverse effects 
on these activities are not likely.” It does not divert all swimming and wading to the 
Kings River. The impact conclusion is not “no impact,” but rather “less than significant.” 
Therefore, no mitigation for impacts to swimming is proposed.  

As described on page 21-49 of Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” of the Draft PEIS/R under 
Impact REC-11, the impacts on swimming and wading from increased flows would 
primarily occur during March and April. Although hot weather occasionally occurs in the 
Fresno area during these months, the average daily high temperature is 68 ºF in March 
and 75 ºF in April. This period is before the onset of consistently hot days (greater than 
80 to 85 ºF) that draw the public to the river to swim or wade. Water temperatures in the 
river are also low (55 to 60 ºF) during April and May. Given these moderate air 
temperatures and cold water temperatures, the number of potentially affected swimmers 
and waders would be small. Regarding public safety issues on the Kings River, during 
most years mean flows below Pine Flat Reservoir during March and April are between 
500 and 2,000 cfs (and considerably lower below Fresno Weir). The much higher flows 
that occurred during much of March and April of 2011 are typical only of periods when 
very high inflow into Pine Flat Reservoir results in large dam releases. It should also be 
noted that similar swimming opportunities would remain available at Millerton Lake 
during March and April. 

KRWA-6: As described in Chapter 21.0, "Recreation," of the Draft PEIS/R under Impact 
REC-12, adverse impacts on boating would primarily occur during a 4- to 6-week period 
in March and April of some years, well before the warmer late spring and summer period 
when most boating activity on the river occurs.  (Increased flow would have beneficial 
effects on boating during late spring and summer in most years.)  Therefore, the number 
of potentially affected boaters would be small. Also, during most years the mean flows in 
the Kings River below Pine Flat Reservoir during March and April are between 500 and 
1,500 cfs (and considerably less below Fresno Weir). Published paddling guides indicate 
that flows below 2,500 cfs are suitable for boating on the Kings River, including for 
novices (American Whitewater Association 2007). Although the diversion structures 
(weirs) may pose a hazard to boaters, the same guides also indicate that all are easily 
portaged, and that boaters may bypass Gould Weir by using a side channel.  The paddling 
guides also suggest that the Kings River presents fewer hazards from trees and brush than 
Reach 1 of the San Joaquin River, which is characterized in many areas by narrow, 
braided channels, with trees and other vegetation in the channels, as a result of the 
historically low flows. This analysis supports the analysis and conclusions presented in 
the Draft PEIS/R.  Text has not been revised. 

KRWA-7: As stated on page 2-52 of the Draft PEIS/R, “The purpose of the recreation 
outreach program will be to inform the recreating public as well as agencies and 
organizations that serve the recreating public and protect public safety, of changes in 
river flows that would occur as a result of the Restoration Flows, and of the potential 
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effects associated with those changes, including recreational boating hazards, particularly 
in Reach 1. The program will also inform the public of similar alternative boating 
opportunities in the area, such as those available on the lower Kings River below Pine 
Flat Reservoir.” If acceptable boating opportunities are not available on the lower Kings 
River below Pine Flat Reservoir due to high flows or other conditions, the recreation 
outreach program would not identify such opportunities. See also response to comment 
KRWA-6 for additional information relevant to this comment. 

KRWA-8: As commenter notes, the PEIS/R does not imply a historically abundant 
population of steelhead on the Kings River. The PEIS/R notes that there is little 
documentation of historical steelhead abundance. It would therefore be speculative to 
describe the historical abundance and timing of steelhead populations in the Kings River 
beyond the description currently provided in the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

KRWA-9: The section referenced is a general description of flood management in the 
Restoration Area, and does not present the level of detail suggested in the comment. 
Subsequent sections of Chapter 11.0 of the Draft PEIS/R, “Hydrology – Flood 
Management,” describe the Kings River and its relation to the Restoration Area in greater 
detail. Text on page 11-6, line 20, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised to remove the 
reference to Kings River.  See Chapter 4.0, "Errata," of this Final PEIS/R. 

KRWA-10: Text on page 11-10, lines 28 through 35, of the Draft PEIS/R has been 
revised in response to this and other comments.  See Chapter 4.0, "Errata," of this Final 
PEIS/R. 

KRWA-11: Text on page 11-10, line 36, to page 11-11, line 4, of the Draft PEIS/R, has 
been revised in response to this and other comments.  See Chapter 4.0, "Errata," of this 
Final PEIS/R. 

KRWA-12: As described on page 2-40, lines 10 through 16, of the Draft PEIS/R, Interim 
and Restoration flows would have a lower priority for downstream channel capacity than 
flood flows (from Friant Dam or other sources, such as the Kings River, the Fresno River, 
or the Chowchilla River) or irrigation deliveries to the San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractors. If release of water from Friant Dam is required for flood control purposes, 
concurrent Interim and Restoration flows would be reduced by an amount equivalent to 
the required flood control release. If flood control releases from Friant Dam exceed the 
concurrent scheduled Interim and Restoration flows, no additional releases above those 
required for flood control would be made for SJRRP purposes. Finally, Interim and 
Restoration flows would be limited to then-existing channel capacities. With these 
operating principles and constraints in place, Interim and Restoration flows would not 
contribute to flood flows above project design capacities as defined by the Operation and 
Maintenance Manual for Levees, Irrigation and Drainage Structures, Channels and 
Miscellaneous Facilities (Reclamation Board 1978) or otherwise adversely affect future 
flood control operations. Text has not been revised. 

KRWA-13: The Draft PEIS/R assesses the proposed Mendota Pool Bypass as well as the 
installation of barriers to prevent straying (see page 2-48, lines 8 through 18, of the Draft 
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PEIS/R), at the program level.  Subsequent site-specific studies, including study of the 
Mendota Pool Bypass, will consider the necessary modifications for fish passage and fish 
barriers to avoid or reduce increased flood risk to a less-than-significant level, consistent 
with Mitigation Measure FLD-1 as described on page 11-40 of the Draft PEIS/R.  Text 
has not been revised. 
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3.8.14 Lower San Joaquin Levee District (Reggie Hill) 
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Responses to Comments from Lower San Joaquin Levee District (Reggie Hill) 
LSJLD1-1: Comment noted. Reclamation will continue to work with LSJLD to better 
understand how the future conditions may affect their overall operations.  Additionally, 
coordination will continue in order to assess the potential changes, if any, in operations 
and maintenance costs that may occur as a result of implementing the Settlement. See 
MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, 
“Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant 
to this comment. 

LSJLD1-2: Comment noted. Reclamation will continue to work with LSJLD to better 
understand how the future conditions may affect their overall operations.  Additionally, 
coordination will continue in order to assess the potential changes, if any, in operations 
and maintenance costs that may occur as a result of implementing the Settlement. See 
MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, 
“Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant 
to this comment. 

LSJLD1-3: Comment noted. Reclamation will continue to work with LSJLD to better 
understand how the future conditions may affect their overall operations.  Additionally, 
coordination will continue in order to assess the potential changes, if any, in operations 
and maintenance costs that may occur as a result of implementing the Settlement. See 
MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, 
“Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant 
to this comment. 

LSJLD1-4: Comment noted. Reclamation will continue to work with LSJLD to better 
understand how the future conditions may affect their overall operations.  Additionally, 
coordination will continue in order to assess the potential changes, if any, in operations 
and maintenance costs that may occur as a result of implementing the Settlement. See 
MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, 
“Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant 
to this comment. 

LSJLD1-5: All of the action alternatives would include the potential to convert privately 
held agricultural land to nonagricultural uses. For the purposes of the program-level 
analyses, the potential impacts of converting current uses of privately held land from 
agricultural to nonagricultural uses is evaluated as a land uses and agricultural resources 
topic in Chapter 16.0, “Land Use Planning and Agricultural Resources,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, and as a socioeconomic effect to landowners and agricultural employment in 
Chapter 22.0, “Socioeconomics,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Chapter 16.0 describes the 
conversion of agricultural land to on agricultural land, including the conversion of 
Important Farmland, cancellation of Williamson Act Contracts, and substantial 
diminishment of agricultural land resource quality and importance due to altered 
inundation and/or soil saturation as potentially significant or significant, and identifies all 
available mitigation measures to reduce or avoid significant impacts. These conclusions 
are summarized in Table ES-8 of the Executive Summary of the Draft PEIS/R. No 
potentially significant impacts to socioeconomics were identified. As described in MCR-
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8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master 
Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, Reclamation is currently working with 
LSJLD to develop and implement an agreement to provide financial assistance for 
additional Settlement-related costs incurred by LSJLD. The agreement is intended to 
assist LSJLD in adapting to Settlement implementation, as needed, to potentially 
maintain an increased level of flood management under release of Interim and 
Restoration flows. Such an agreement would likely be similar to the agreement recently 
completed by Reclamation and LSJLD for Water Year 2011 Interim Flows. See MCR-8 
for additional information relevant to this comment. 

LSJLD1-6: Reclamation will continue to work with LSJLD to better understand how the 
future conditions may affect their overall operations.  Additionally, coordination will 
continue in order to assess the potential changes, if any, in operations and maintenance 
costs that may occur as a result of implementing the Settlement. For additional 
information, see MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in 
Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R 

LSJLD1-7: Comment noted. This comment does not raise issues or concerns specific to 
the environmental analysis presented in the Draft PEIS/R. 

LSJLD1-8: Comment noted. This comment does not raise issues or concerns specific to 
the environmental analysis presented in the Draft PEIS/R. Reclamation will continue to 
work with LSJLD to better understand how the future conditions may affect their overall 
operations.  Additionally, coordination will continue in order to assess the potential 
changes, if any, in operations and maintenance costs. See MCR-8, “Operations and 
Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” 
of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant to this comment. 

LSJLD1-9: Comment noted. This comment does not raise issues or concerns specific to 
the environmental analysis presented in the Draft PEIS/R.  As described in MCR-2, 
“SJRRP Funding Availability, Sources, and Cost Estimates,”  in Chapter 2.0, “Master 
Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, funding amounts received to date are 
sufficient, based on initial cost estimates developed by the lead agencies and Settling 
Parties, to cover the costs of Settlement implementation. The Settling Parties have also 
recently developed a Third-Party working draft Framework for Implementation (SJRRP 
2012b) for the SJRRP.  The Framework for Implementation outlines the actions to be 
taken to implement the SJRRP and presents a schedule and budget for these actions.  The 
Framework for Implementation schedule was developed with input from water 
agencies/districts and landowners downstream from Friant Dam who may be affected by 
implementation of the Settlement, and is intended to be protective of these Third-Party 
interests while meeting the requirements of the Settlement for expeditious action.  The 
Framework for Implementation also provides an accounting of future funding needs and 
the remaining funds available to implement the SJRRP.  The Framework for 
Implementation can be found on the SJRRP Web site at www.restoresjr.net.  While the 
Framework for Implementation presents a revised schedule for implementation of the 
Settlement, it does not result in new significant environmental impacts, a substantial 
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increase in the severity of an environmental impact, or create a feasible project alternative 
or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen environmental impacts. 

See also MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 
2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information 
relevant to this comment. 

LSJLD1-10: The Draft PEIS/R does not disregard flood management, nor does it 
propose to “use the Chowchilla Canal Bypass for fish flows.” As described in Chapter 
2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, routing of Interim and/or 
Restoration flows through the Chowchilla Bypass instead of through the San Joaquin 
River on a permanent basis would not be consistent with the Restoration Goal, which is 
to “restore and maintain fish populations in good condition in the main stem of the San 
Joaquin River.” This action was considered, but not retained for inclusion in the action 
alternatives because as a complete alternative to conveying flows in the river channel, it 
would prevent achieving the SJRRP purpose and need, consistent with the Settlement; as 
a partial alternative, where Interim or Restoration flows could be split between the bypass 
system and the river channel, it would conflict with achieving the SJRRP purpose and 
need by potentially stranding reintroduced fish in the bypass system. However in 
consideration of downstream conditions, Interim or Restoration flows could be 
temporarily diverted to the bypass system, and flood flows would continue to be routed 
through the bypass system in accordance with the standard operations of the system. Text 
has not been revised. 

LSJLD1-11: Comment noted. This comment does not raise issues or concerns specific to 
the environmental analysis presented in the Draft PEIS/R. Reclamation will continue to 
work with LSJLD to better understand how the future conditions may affect their overall 
operations.  Additionally, coordination will continue in order to assess the potential 
changes, if any, in operations and maintenance costs. See MCR-8, “Operations and 
Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” 
of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant to this comment. 

LSJLD1-12: Beginning on page 2-22 of the Draft PEIS/R, the project description 
includes actions to minimize increases in flood risk associated with the release of Interim 
and Restoration flows. These actions would achieve the following objectives: (1) commit 
Reclamation to implementing actions that would meet performance standards that 
minimize increases in flood risk as a result of Interim or Restoration flows, (2) limit the 
release and conveyance of Interim and Restoration flows to those flows that would 
remain in-channel until adequate data are available to apply the performance standards 
and until the performance standards are satisfied, and (3) enable the Settlement to be 
implemented in coordination with other ongoing and future actions outside the Settlement 
that could address channel capacity issues identified in the Settlement or through the 
SJRRP or other programs. 

Additionally, as summarized on page 2-51 and described in Appendix D, “Physical 
Monitoring and Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R, all of the action alternatives 
include actions to reduce, redirect, or redivert Interim or Restoration flows to reduce flow 
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in downstream reaches, if necessary. All project- and program-level actions would be 
performed in compliance with USACE requirements, including requirements set forth by 
USACE as conditions of permits issued for implementation of such actions (see Chapter 
28.0, “Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R for a 
description of the permits, petitions, compliance documents, etc., needed for the project- 
and program-level actions). Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD1-13: Reclamation understands that the change in operations at Friant Dam and 
the routing of Interim and Restoration flows could affect operations and maintenance 
activities regardless of the alternative selected for implementation, including increased 
flap gate inspection and debris removal, operation of flow control structures, levee 
patrols, vegetation control, and sand excavation (these actions are as described in 
Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R).  
Reclamation will continue to work with LSJLD to better understand how the future 
conditions may affect their overall operations.  Additionally, coordination will continue 
in order to assess the potential changes, if any, in operations and maintenance costs. See 
MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, 
“Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant 
to this comment. Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD1-14: Reclamation understands that the change in operations at Friant Dam and 
the routing of Interim and Restoration flows could affect operations and maintenance 
activities regardless of the alternative selected for implementation, including increased 
flap gate inspection and debris removal, operation of flow control structures, levee 
patrols, vegetation control, and sand excavation (these actions are as described in 
Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R).  
Reclamation will continue to work with LSJLD to better understand how the future 
conditions may affect their overall operations.  Additionally, coordination will continue 
in order to assess the potential changes, if any, in operations and maintenance costs. See 
MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, 
“Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant 
to this comment. 

Beginning on Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” page 2-22 of the Draft PEIS/R, 
the project description includes actions to minimize flood risk associated with the release 
of Interim and Restoration flows. These actions would achieve the following objectives: 
(1) commit Reclamation to implementing actions that would meet performance standards 
that minimize increases in flood risk as a result of Interim or Restoration flows, (2) limit 
the release and conveyance of Interim and Restoration flows to those flows that would 
remain in-channel until adequate data are available to apply the performance standards 
and until the performance standards are satisfied, and (3) enable the Settlement to be 
implemented in coordination with other ongoing and future actions outside the Settlement 
that could address channel capacity issues identified in the Settlement or through the 
SJRRP or other programs. 

As described on page 2-21 of the Draft PEIS/R, Reclamation would conduct erosion 
monitoring using several standard methodologies and protocols commonly employed by 
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DWR, reclamation districts, and/or USACE to monitor levee erosion. Aerial photography 
and/or ground surveys would be compared to identify changes in bank line over time, 
indicating potential erosion. True color aerial photographs would be inspected and 
compared with previous aerial photographs to identify areas of sediment mobilization, 
bar formation, and bank erosion. After these areas have been initially identified using 
aerial photography, they would be visited and inspected. If inspections indicate that 
erosion-related impacts exist or are imminent, management actions would be taken to 
address the issue. Potential management actions to address erosion-related impacts are 
described in Section 2.4.3, “Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R. 

Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD1-15: As described in MCR-2, “SJRRP Funding Availability, Sources, and Cost 
Estimates,”  in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, funding 
amounts received to date are sufficient, based on initial cost estimates developed by the 
lead agencies and Settling Parties, to cover the costs of Settlement implementation. The 
Settling Parties have also recently developed a Third-Party working draft Framework for 
Implementation (SJRRP 2012b) for the SJRRP.  The Framework for Implementation 
outlines the actions to be taken to implement the SJRRP and presents a schedule and 
budget for these actions.  The Framework for Implementation schedule was developed 
with input from water agencies/districts and landowners downstream from Friant Dam 
who may be affected by implementation of the Settlement, and is intended to be 
protective of these Third-Party interests while meeting the requirements of the Settlement 
for expeditious action.  The Framework for Implementation also provides an accounting 
of future funding needs and the remaining funds available to implement the SJRRP.  The 
Framework for Implementation can be found on the SJRRP Web site at 
www.restoresjr.net.  While the Framework for Implementation presents a revised 
schedule for implementation of the Settlement, it does not result in new significant 
environmental impacts, a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, 
or create a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen 
environmental impacts. The comment does not raise issues or concerns specific to the 
environmental analysis presented in the Draft PEIS/R. 

LSJLD1-16: Comment noted. Reclamation will continue to work with LSJLD to better 
understand how the future conditions may affect their overall operations.  Additionally, 
coordination will continue in order to assess the potential changes, if any, in operations 
and maintenance costs that may occur as a result of implementing the Settlement. See 
MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, 
“Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant 
to this comment. 

LSJLD1-17: While every attempt was made to minimize the length of the Draft PEIS/R, 
the size and complexity of the program necessitated a large document to support 
compliance with NEPA/CEQA. Delays in the release of the document for public review 
were necessary to allow for the incorporation of input from the broad group of 
stakeholders and public interested in the implementation of the Settlement. The public 
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comment period was extended at the request of stakeholders for an additional 3 months 
beyond the initial comment due date of June 21, 2011, closing on September 21, 2011. 
Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD1-18: Comment noted. This comment does not raise issues or concerns specific to 
the environmental analysis presented in the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD1-19:  The commenter states that, “to date there have been huge impacts with no 
mitigation.” It is assumed based on preceding comments that this refers to SJRRP 
activities to date, including ongoing outreach activities, the size of the Draft PEIS/R 
released for public review, and release of Interim Flows. Mitigation is not typically 
provided for conducting outreach to potentially affected Third Parties, nor for releasing 
draft environmental compliance documents for public review. Mitigation measures for 
potentially significant impacts associated with Interim Flows in Water Years 2010 
through 2012 are described in the Water Year 2010 Interim Flows Environmental 
Assessment/Initial Study (SJRRP 2009) and supplemental environmental assessments 
(EA) issued for Water Years 2011 and 2012 (SJRRP 2010c and 2011k). 

Reclamation will continue to work with LSJLD to better understand how the future 
conditions may affect their overall operations.  Additionally, coordination will continue 
in order to assess the potential changes, if any, in operations and maintenance costs that 
may occur as a result of implementing the Settlement. See MCR-8, “Operations and 
Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” 
of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant to this comment. As mentioned in 
response to comment LSJLD-17, while every attempt was made to minimize the length of 
the Draft PEIS/R, the size and complexity of the program necessitated a large document 
to support compliance with NEPA/CEQA. Delays in the release of the document for 
public review were necessary in order to allow for the incorporation of input from the 
broad group of stakeholders and public interested in the implementation of the 
Settlement. The public comment period was extended at the request of stakeholders for 
an additional 3 months beyond the initial comment due date of June 21, 2011, closing on 
September 21, 2011. Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD1-20: This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD1-19. See 
response to comment LSJLD1-19. 
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3.8.15 Lower San Joaquin Levee District (Thomas Keene) 
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Responses to Comments from Lower San Joaquin Levee District (Thomas 
Keene) 
LSJLD2-1: As discussed in MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Considerations,” in 
Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, Reclamation 
recognizes that continued release and conveyance of Interim and Restoration flows likely 
would change maintenance activities compared with pre-SJRRP conditions.  Currently, 
Reclamation is working with LSJLD to develop and implement an agreement to provide 
financial assistance for additional Settlement-related costs incurred by LSJLD. The 
agreement is intended to assist LSJLD in adapting to Settlement implementation, as 
needed, to potentially maintain an increased level of flood management under release of 
Interim and Restoration flows. Such an agreement would likely be similar to the 
agreement recently completed by Reclamation and LSJLD for Water Year 2011 Interim 
Flows. 

Text on page 11-23, lines 11 through 16, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised in 
response to this and other comments to clarify that LSJLD is responsible for operations 
and maintenance of the project levees, bifurcation structures, control structures, and 
bypass channels that route high flows out of the San Joaquin River into the bypass 
system, moderating flows in Reaches 2B, 3, 4, and 5. Major facilities in the San Joaquin 
River Flood Control Project include the Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation Structure, 
Chowchilla Bypass, Eastside Bypass Control Structure, Eastside Bypass, Mariposa 
Bypass Structure, and Mariposa Bypass. LSJLD, in accordance with its agreement with 
the Reclamation Board, is obligated to maintain not only the bypasses, but the channel of 
the San Joaquin River in the project area, in a condition where the channel will carry 
specified flood flows in accordance with the maximum benefits for flood protection. 
LSJLD is funded by property tax assessments on lands within LSJLD boundaries that 
receive flood control benefits. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. The 
responsibilities of CVFPB and LSJLD are further described in MCR-8, along with 
potential effects on operations and maintenance activities. 

LSJLD2-2:  Text of page 11-23, lines 11 through 16, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been 
revised in response to this and other comments, to expand the description of LSJLD 
responsibilities and operations.  Text throughout Section 11.1, “Environmental Setting,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised in response to this and other comments to provide 
more detail in descriptions of flood control facilities, beginning on page 11-9, lines 40 
through 42. See Chapter 4.0, "Errata," of this Final PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-3a:  This comment refers to an addendum to the LSJLD2 comment letter that 
contains comments LSJLD2-16 through LSJLD2-96. See responses to comments 
provided in the addendum referenced in this comment, including comments LSJLD2-16 
through LSJLD2-96. 

LSJLD2-3b: The best available modeling tools were used to evaluate the potential 
effects of the program alternatives on flood management, including the impacts of 
increased flow frequency and flow levels, and are described in more detail in Draft 
PEIS/R Appendix H, "Modeling." 
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UNET and HEC-FDA were used to model systemwide hydraulics and flood damage 
reduction impacts. In particular, UNET and HEC-FDA were used to estimate the 
economic changes in flood damages associated with physical configuration assumptions 
in the action alternatives, such as levee setbacks in Reach 2B. This is referred to in the 
Draft PEIS/R as potential redirected impacts. Chapter 7.0, “Hydraulics,” of Appendix H, 
“Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R, discusses application of the Sacramento and San 
Joaquin River Basins Comprehensive Study UNET Model in the San Joaquin River 
system.  UNET is physically based and includes the flood operations criteria.  Limitations 
of the UNET model are discussed on pages 7-6 and 7-7.  The UNET model of the San 
Joaquin River system was built on a previous UNET model of the Sacramento and San 
Joaquin River systems, with updated data and integrated flood management operations.  
It is a sufficiently comprehensive representation of the entire San Joaquin River Basin, 
capable of simulating the complex interaction of multiple stream systems and waterways 
for the purposes of the PEIS/R. 

These models were not used to assess the potential for more frequent flows to saturate 
levees and thereby compromise levee integrity over time. Rather, provisions to minimize 
increases in flood risk through this and related mechanisms, including through-seepage, 
underseepage, and landside slope stability, are included in the project description as part 
of all action alternatives, as described on pages 2-22 to 2-28 of the Draft PEIS/R. With 
implementation of the project-level actions described on pages 2-22 to 2-28 of the Draft 
PEIS/R, the action alternatives would not significantly increase risk of levee failure due 
to underseepage, through-seepage, associated landside slope stability, or levee erosion 
mechanisms. Underseepage, through-seepage, associated landside slope stability, and 
levee erosion are all failure mechanisms associated with prolonged high flows and 
saturation, the specific concerns raised by the commenter. This is further discussed in 
Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, in Impact FLD-6. 
Because measures to minimize flood risk by not significantly increasing risk of levee 
failure are included in all action alternatives, Impact FLD-6 is found to be less than 
significant. The inclusion of this discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions 
of the Draft PEIS/R. 

Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-4: As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, the action to release Interim and Restoration flows includes measures that would 
commit Reclamation to implementing actions that would meet performance standards 
that minimize increases in flood risk as a result of Interim or Restoration flows. As 
described on page 2-25 of the Draft PEIS/R, a staff member from USACE would 
participate in the Channel Capacity Advisory Group, which would provide timely 
independent review of data, analytical methodology, and results used to estimate then-
existing channel capacities, including application of the USACE levee performance 
criteria.  Text in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-23, lines 33 through 
41; page 2-24, lines 3 through 11; page 2-25, lines 36 through 39; page 2-26, lines 15 
through 30), and Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management” (page 11-43, lines 20 
through 36), of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised to clarify that Reclamation would limit 
the release of Interim and Restoration flows to those flows that would maintain standard 
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USACE levee performance criteria (i.e., a levee slope stability Factor of Safety of at least 
1.4 and an underseepage Factor of Safety corresponding to an exit gradient at the toe of 
the levee of 0.5 or less) at all times.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R.   
Levee performance criteria are cited in accordance with USACE EM 1110-2-1913 
(USACE 2000) and ETR 1110-2-569 (USACE 2005) (developed by the USACE 
Sacramento District).  In the event the levee performance criteria are revised by USACE, 
such revisions would be considered.  Further, all project- and program-level actions 
would be performed in compliance with USACE requirements, including requirements 
set forth by USACE as conditions of permits issued for implementation of such actions 
(see Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R 
for a description of the permits, petitions, compliance documents, etc., needed for the 
project- and program-level actions). The inclusion of this discussion does not change the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-5a: UNET/HEC-FDA modeling, as described in Draft PEIS/R Appendix H, 
“Modeling,” analyzes the potential for damages to be transferred downstream by changes 
in water surface elevation due to changes in channel geometry.  The site-specific 
parameters and riparian habitat of Reach 2B and Reach 4B will be determined at the 
project-level, but would be designed such that little or no change in water level 
frequencies would occur in upstream and downstream reaches, consistent with the 
discussion in Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R. As 
set forth in Mitigation Measure FLD-1, on page 11-40, site-specific projects will 
incorporate measures to avoid or reduce flood risk to the less-than-significant level, or 
will not be implemented as part of the SJRRP. 

The best available tools were applied to the greatest extent possible.  For physical 
parameters that could not be modeled due to data or model limitations, measures are 
provided in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” and Chapter 11.0 “Hydrology – 
Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, to avoid or mitigate potential impacts of 
increased flood risk to the less-than-significant level. Chapter 7.0, “Hydraulics,” of 
Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R, discusses application of the Sacramento 
and San Joaquin River Basins Comprehensive Study UNET Model in the San Joaquin 
River system.  UNET is physically based and includes the flood operations criteria.  
Limitations of the UNET model are discussed on pages 7-6 and 7-7 of Appendix H.  The 
UNET model of the San Joaquin River system used for the analyses presented in the 
Draft PEIS/R was built on a previous UNET model of the Sacramento and San Joaquin 
River systems, with updated data and integrated flood management operations.  It is a 
sufficiently comprehensive representation of the entire San Joaquin River Basin, capable 
of simulating the complex interaction of multiple stream systems and waterways for the 
purposes of the PEIS/R. 

Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-5b: As described on page 3-13 of the Draft PEIS/R, program-level mitigation 
measures provide broad overview guidance on the nature and types of mitigation 
measures applicable to subsequent site-specific projects.  During project-specific study of 
each program-level action, the program-level mitigation measures would be reevaluated 
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for applicability based on project-specific information, including findings of significance, 
and each measure would be refined to apply to the specific project or would be replaced 
with an equivalent measure. The final measures would then be incorporated into a 
project-specific MMRP. Actual implementation, monitoring, and reporting of the 
mitigation measures would be conducted under the purview of the project MMRP, and 
would be the responsibility of the project proponent for the site-specific project, as 
identified in the project-specific MMRP. The project proponent may include 
Reclamation, DWR, and other Federal, State, or local agencies. The project proponent 
may include lead agencies of future site-specific projects, and may or may not be 
members of the Implementing Agencies. As noted in the comment, this is not an attempt 
to put the burden of reducing environmental impacts to an acceptable level on either the 
District or on landowners who advocate specific improvement projects that might be 
needed to restore the same level of flood protection that they had before the Settlement 
implementation. Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-6a: As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, the action alternatives include the actions described in the Settlement. Potential 
project- and program-level impacts of these actions to flood management are described in 
Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R. As described on 
page 1-10 of the Draft PEIS/R, the PEIS/R provides broad direction for a wide range of 
possible future actions while allowing the opportunity for flexibility to respond to 
changing needs and conditions. Future project-level NEPA/CEQA documents may 
incorporate the findings of the PEIS/R by reference through “tiering,” or incorporating by 
reference general discussions from the PEIS/R. It is anticipated that later documents will 
focus solely on issues specific to the later project. A PEIS/R can be used in this way to 
simplify the task of preparing environmental documents for later parts of a program. 

The program-level analysis presented in the PEIS/R considers the broad environmental 
effects of implementing the Settlement, and addresses the entire suite of effects of 
implementing the Settlement, including the project-level actions evaluated in detail in this 
Draft PEIS/R, as well as cumulative impacts. Based on the program-level analysis, the 
Draft PEIS/R also identifies mitigation measures and performance standards that would 
apply to subsequent, future project components implemented as part of the Settlement (as 
conditions of approval). The Implementing Agencies would incorporate these 
performance standards into the implementation of Settlement actions to avoid or reduce 
impacts. The Implementing Agencies acknowledge that additional analysis pursuant to 
NEPA and/or CEQA will be required in the future for activities addressed at a program 
level in this Draft PEIS/R, after specific project details are identified. At that time, the 
Implementing Agencies would require compliance with the mitigation measures and 
performance standards set forth in this PEIS/R as conditions for approval of subsequent 
actions. 

The Settling Parties have recently developed a Third-Party working draft Framework for 
Implementation (SJRRP 2012b) for the SJRRP.  The Framework for Implementation 
outlines the actions to be taken to implement the SJRRP, including fish reintroduction 
actions.  The Framework for Implementation can be found on the SJRRP Web site at 
www.restoresjr.net.  While the Framework for Implementation presents a revised 
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schedule for Settlement implementation, it does not result in new significant 
environmental impacts, a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, 
or create a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen 
environmental impacts. See also MCR-2, “SJRRP Funding Availability, Sources, and 
Cost Estimates,” and MCR-3, “Order and Schedule of Implementing Settlement 
Actions,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, for a 
discussion of funding sources and the schedule and budget for completion of activities. 

LSJLD2-6b: All of the action alternatives would include the potential to convert 
privately held agricultural land to nonagricultural uses. For the purposes of the program-
level analyses, the potential impacts of converting current uses of privately held land 
from agricultural to nonagricultural uses is evaluated as a land uses and agricultural 
resources topic in Chapter 16.0, “Land Use Planning and Agricultural Resources,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R and as a socioeconomic effect to landowners and agricultural employment 
in Chapter 22.0, “Socioeconomics,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Chapter 16.0 describes the 
conversion of agricultural land to on agricultural land, including the conversion of 
Important Farmland, cancellation of Williamson Act Contracts, and substantial 
diminishment of agricultural land resource quality and importance due to altered 
inundation and/or soil saturation as potentially significant or significant, and identifies all 
available mitigation measures to reduce or avoid significant impacts. These conclusions 
are summarized in Table ES-8 of the Executive Summary of the Draft PEIS/R. No 
potentially significant impacts to socioeconomics were identified. As described in MCR-
8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master 
Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, Reclamation is currently working with 
LSJLD to develop and implement an agreement to provide financial assistance for 
additional Settlement-related costs incurred by LSJLD. The agreement is intended to 
assist LSJLD in adapting to Settlement implementation, as needed, to potentially 
maintain an increased level of flood management under release of Interim and 
Restoration flows. Such an agreement would likely be similar to the agreement recently 
completed by Reclamation and LSJLD for Water Year 2011 Interim Flows. See MCR-8 
for additional information relevant to this comment. 

LSJLD2-7: As described in Chapter 16.0, “Land Use Planning and Agricultural 
Resources,” of the Draft PEIS/R under Alternatives A2 and B2, program-level impacts 
related to land use and agricultural resources in the study area would be similar to, but 
potentially greater than, those described under Alternatives A1 and B1. Whereas under 
Alternatives A1 and B1, improvements would be constructed in Reach 4B1 to achieve 
flow capacity of at least 475 cfs, under Alternatives A2 and B2 improvements would be 
constructed in Reach 4B to achieve flow capacity of at least 4,500 cfs. Estimates of the 
potential quantities of fill and land necessary for potential modifications to Reach 4B1 
under all action alternatives are presented in the Restoration and Water Management 
Actions in Program Alternatives Attachment to Appendix G, “Plan Formulation,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R. 

The nearly 10-fold increase in flow capacity under Alternatives A2, B2, and C2 over 
Alternatives A1, B1, and C1 is understood to take significantly more fill material than for 
increasing flow capacity to 475 cfs. Therefore, these alternatives would also result in 
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indirect temporary or long-term conversion of additional Important Farmland to 
nonagricultural land uses, convert riparian forest to non-forest uses, or otherwise be 
inconsistent with land uses in the adopted general plan and zoning ordinances of Fresno 
and Madera counties. The significant impacts described above under Alternatives A1 and 
B1 would be similar to but potentially greater than under Alternatives A2 and B2. 
Reclamation and DWR are currently evaluating the potential to create and/or enhance 
habitat within the bypasses as part of the Reach 4B, Eastside Bypass, and Mariposa 
Bypass Channel and Structural Improvements Project.  NEPA/CEQA analyses for this 
site-specific project will include the specific impacts and mitigation measures necessary 
to address the creation or enhancement of habitat for threatened or endangered species in 
the Eastside and Mariposa bypasses, and will evaluate the need to compensate underlying 
fee owners for this permanent use. 

As described in MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in 
Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, Reclamation is 
currently working with LSJLD to develop and implement an agreement to provide 
financial assistance for additional Settlement-related costs incurred by LSJLD. The 
agreement is intended to assist LSJLD in adapting to Settlement implementation, as 
needed, to potentially maintain an increased level of flood management under release of 
Interim and Restoration flows. Such an agreement would likely be similar to the 
agreement recently completed by Reclamation and LSJLD for Water Year 2011 Interim 
Flows. See MCR-8 for additional information relevant to this comment. 

LSJLD2-8: The project-specific details of actions evaluated at a program level in the 
Draft PEIS/R were not available at the time of preparation of analyses for the Draft 
PEIS/R. For actions evaluated at a program-level of detail, a potential range of future 
construction and management actions is included in the alternatives to bracket the 
probable range of effects. As described on page 1-9 of the Draft PEIS/R, this bracketed 
range of potential effects allowed for an informed analysis of systemwide and cumulative 
impacts resulting from implementing the entirety of the Settlement. The program-level 
analysis considers the broad environmental effects of implementing the Settlement, and 
addresses the entire suite of effects of implementing the Settlement, including the project-
level actions evaluated in detail in this Draft PEIS/R, as well as cumulative impacts. 
Based on the program-level analysis, this Draft PEIS/R also identifies mitigation 
measures and performance standards that would apply to subsequent, future project 
components implemented as part of the Settlement (as conditions of approval). The 
Implementing Agencies would incorporate these performance standards into the 
implementation of Settlement actions to avoid or reduce impacts. 

Construction-related impacts for many actions evaluated at a program level of detail 
would be similar; thus construction-related impacts are described generally in Chapters 
4.0 through 26.0 of the Draft PEIS/R, rather than for each individual potential action. As 
described on page 11-40, lines 20 through 25, of the Draft PEIS/R, program-level 
construction activities could temporarily limit access for maintenance and inspection 
staff, requiring coordination between construction and maintenance activities. Further 
discussion of impacts to levee and flood system facilities inspection and maintenance is 
provided at the project level in Impact FLD-7 on page 11-49. 
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Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-9: Text in the Draft PEIS/R has been revised to clarify that the Lower San 
Joaquin Flood Control Project would not be re-operated, but that all action alternatives 
include modifications to operations of the flood control facilities to convey Interim and 
Restoration flows during non-flood periods (see Chapter 4.0 of the Final PEIS/R, 
“Errata”).  Flood control facilities would continue to be operated as part of the flood 
management system, and flood operation criteria would supersede operations to convey 
Interim and Restoration flows, as described briefly in the Draft PEIS/R on page ES-25 
and in greater detail on page 2-29, lines 32 through 42. 

The schedule for completion for channel capacity modifications included in Phase 1 
actions is December 31, 2013.  As described in MCR-2, “SJRRP Funding Availability, 
Sources, and Cost Estimates,”  in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this 
Final PEIS/R, funding amounts received to date are sufficient, based on initial cost 
estimates developed by the lead agencies and Settling Parties, to cover the costs of 
Settlement implementation. The Settling Parties have also recently developed a Third-
Party working draft Framework for Implementation (SJRRP 2012b) for the SJRRP.  The 
Framework for Implementation outlines the actions to be taken to implement the SJRRP 
and presents a schedule and budget for these actions.  The Framework for 
Implementation schedule was developed with input from water agencies/districts and 
landowners downstream from Friant Dam who may be affected by implementation of the 
Settlement, and is intended to be protective of these Third-Party interests while meeting 
the requirements of the Settlement for expeditious action.  The Framework for 
Implementation also provides an accounting of future funding needs and the remaining 
funds available to implement the SJRRP.  The Framework for Implementation can be 
found on the SJRRP Web site at www.restoresjr.net.  While the Framework for 
Implementation presents a revised schedule for implementation of the Settlement, it does 
not result in new significant environmental impacts, a substantial increase in the severity 
of an environmental impact, or create a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure 
that would clearly lessen environmental impacts. 

The commenter is correct that the commencement of release of full Restoration flows is 
scheduled for January 1, 2014; however, as discussed in Chapter 2.0, “Description of 
Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, Restoration Flows would be limited to then-existing 
channel capacity.  This and other measures discussed in Chapter 2.0 as well as in 
Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R, would 
minimize potential increases in flood risk due to Restoration flows.  The change in 
operations at Friant Dam and the routing of Interim and Restoration flows could increase 
operations and maintenance activities regardless of the alternative selected for 
implementation, including increased flap gate inspection and debris removal, operation of 
flow control structures, levee patrols, vegetation control, and sand excavation (these 
actions are as described in Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R).  Additionally, flows would 
change the nature of operations and maintenance activities; those activities currently 
performed in a dry channel, would be performed in wet channel conditions.  Reclamation 
would conduct or enter into agreements with others to perform such additional 
maintenance activities and assist the local maintaining agencies in the transition from dry 



San Joaquin River Restoration Program 

Final Program Environmental 
3.8-514 – July 2012 Impact Statement/Report 

to wet working conditions, made necessary as a result of implementing the Settlement.  
For more information please see MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement 
Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-10: As discussed on page 11-49, lines 32 and 33, of the Draft PEIS/R, 
“increased average flows in Restoration Area reaches could result in less opportunity for 
levee and flood system facilities inspection and maintenance.”  The paragraph goes on to 
state that, because Reclamation would enter into an agreement with LSJLD for the 
additional maintenance activities, the existing level of flood management would continue 
with the release of Interim and Restoration flows, and therefore Impact FLD-7 would be 
less than significant. 

The change in operations at Friant Dam and the routing of Interim and Restoration flows 
could increase operations and maintenance activities regardless of the alternative selected 
for implementation, including increased flap gate inspection and debris removal, 
operation of flow control structures, levee patrols, vegetation control, and sand 
excavation (these actions are as described in Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R).  
Additionally, flows would change the nature of operations and maintenance activities; 
those activities currently performed in a dry channel, would be performed in wet channel 
conditions.  As described in MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement 
Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, 
Reclamation is currently working with LSJLD to develop and implement an agreement to 
provide financial assistance for additional Settlement-related costs incurred by LSJLD. 
The agreement is intended to assist LSJLD in adapting to Settlement implementation, as 
needed, to potentially maintain an increased level of flood management under release of 
Interim and Restoration flows. Such an agreement would likely be similar to the 
agreement recently completed by Reclamation and LSJLD for Water Year 2011 Interim 
Flows. 

LSJLD2-11: The change in operations at Friant Dam and the routing of Interim and 
Restoration flows could increase operations and maintenance activities regardless of the 
alternative selected for implementation, including increased flap gate inspection and 
debris removal, operation of flow control structures, levee patrols, vegetation control, and 
sand excavation (these actions are as described in Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R, 
“Physical Monitoring and Management Plan”).  Additionally, flows would change the 
nature of operations and maintenance activities; those activities performed in a dry 
channel, would be performed in wet channel conditions.  Reclamation would conduct or 
enter into agreements with others to perform such additional maintenance activities and 
assist the local maintaining agencies in the transition from dry to wet working conditions, 
made necessary as a result of implementing the Settlement. As discussed in further detail 
in MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, 
“Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, these agreements are still under 
development.  Therefore, the words “long-term” have been removed from the text of 
page 11-50, line 4, to reflect that no termination date has yet been agreed upon for 
maintenance agreements. 
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As described on page 2-94, lines 23 through 26, of the Draft PEIS/R, Reclamation would 
monitor and manage the response of the system during release of Interim and Restoration 
flows and reduce or redirect flows, as necessary to limit the potential for significant 
impacts to occur downstream. Although flow schedules in Exhibit B of the Settlement 
include year-round release and conveyance of Interim or Restoration flows, Reclamation 
may reduce or stop flows for a portion of the year in response to a variety of potential 
conditions, including those described in the Physical Monitoring and Management Plan 
(see Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R). 

Additionally, the PEIS/R would provide for additional protections against downstream 
impacts and increased maintenance.  Throughout Settlement implementation, the 
maximum downstream extent and rate of Interim and Restoration flows to be released 
would be limited to then-existing channel capacities. As channel or structure 
modifications are completed with additional environmental compliance, maximum 
Interim Flow releases would be correspondingly increased in accordance with then-
existing channel capacities and with the release schedule.  As described on page 2-24, 
starting with line 19, of the Draft PEIS/R, to determine and update estimates of then-
existing channel capacity, a Channel Capacity Advisory Group would be established to 
provide independent review of estimated then-existing channel capacities, monitoring 
results, and management actions to address vegetation and sediment transport within the 
system as identified by Reclamation. The Channel Capacity Advisory Group would be 
composed of one member from each of the following: 

• One member from the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 

• One member from the California Department of Water Resources 

• One member from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

• One member from the Lower San Joaquin Levee District 

• One member from the Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

LSJLD2-12: The PEIS/R presents a sufficient analysis of all SJRRP action alternatives at 
the program level, as well as sufficient analysis of actions specified in Chapter 2.0, 
“Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, as project-level actions at the project 
level.  Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R and 
presents both program- and project-level impact analyses and mitigation related to flood 
management. The impact assessment is presented by impact rather than by action, 
consistent with common practice in presenting impact assessments for NEPA and CEQA 
documentation. 

The project-specific details of actions evaluated at a program level in the Draft PEIS/R 
were not available at the time of preparation of analyses for the Draft PEIS/R. For actions 
evaluated at a program-level of detail, a potential range of future construction and 
management actions is included in the alternatives to bracket the probable range of 
effects. As described on page 1-9 of the Draft PEIS/R, this bracketed range of potential 
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effects allowed for an informed analysis of systemwide and cumulative impacts resulting 
from implementing the entirety of the Settlement. The program-level analysis considers 
the broad environmental effects of implementing the Settlement, and addresses the entire 
suite of effects of implementing the Settlement, including the project-level actions 
evaluated in detail in this Draft PEIS/R, as well as cumulative impacts. Based on the 
program-level analysis, this Draft PEIS/R also identifies mitigation measures and 
performance standards that would apply to subsequent, future project components 
implemented as part of the Settlement (as conditions of approval). The Implementing 
Agencies would incorporate these performance standards into the implementation of 
Settlement actions to avoid or reduce impacts. 

The range of potential implementation of improvements mentioned by the commenter is 
discussed in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Further 
information, including preliminary design information and cost estimates that were used 
in the analysis, are presented in Appendix G, “Plan Formulation,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-13: As described in Chapter 1.0, “Introduction,” of the Draft PEIS/R, the 
program-level analysis presented in the PEIS/R considers the broad environmental effects 
of implementing the Settlement, and addresses the entire suite of effects of implementing 
the Settlement, including the project-level actions evaluated in detail in this Draft 
PEIS/R, as well as cumulative impacts. 

The best available modeling tools were used to evaluate the potential effects of the No-
Action and action alternatives on flood management, including the impacts of increased 
flow frequency and flow levels, and are described in more detail in Draft PEIS/R 
Appendix H, "Modeling." 

The models, including assumptions and limitations, are described at an appropriate level 
of detail with additional sources of information cited, as appropriate.  The Impact 
Assessment Methodology section of each resource area includes a discussion of the 
methodology used to support the analyses, including a discussion of models and data 
used, for chapters 4.0 through 26.0 of the Draft PEIS/R.  For many resource areas, 
additional modeling and data are provided in appendices, as referenced in the appropriate 
chapter. The PEIS/R does not attempt to provide a comprehensive description of all 
models applied, as this is beyond the level of detail necessary to support to the analyses 
and provide disclosure. 

LSJLD2-14:  This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD2-4.  See 
response to comment LSJLD2-4. 

LSJLD2-15: This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD2-11.  See 
response to comment LSJLD2-11. 

LSJLD2-16: On a probabilistic basis, an increase in frequency, stage, or flow of water 
present in any river could result in an increase, however small, in flood risk. Thus the 
language "minimizing increases in flood risk" was selected as appropriate terminology 
for the actions referenced in the comment. As described in Chapter 11.0 “Hydrology – 
Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, all impacts of implementing the Settlement on 
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flood management would be less than significant. Under Alternatives A1 through C2, 
Reclamation would implement three integrated measures that would collectively avoid a 
potentially significant increase in the risk of flood damage or levee failure due to 
underseepage, through-seepage, erosion, or landside slope stability issues (as described in 
Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” in the section describing actions to minimize 
flood risk). These three measures are: (1) establishing a Channel Capacity Advisory 
Group and determining and updating estimates of then-existing channel capacities, as 
needed; (2) maintaining Interim and Restoration flows below estimates of then-existing 
channel capacities; and (3) closely monitoring erosion and performing maintenance 
and/or reducing Interim and Restoration flows as necessary to avoid erosion-related 
impacts. Additionally, all project- and program-level actions would be performed in 
compliance with USACE requirements, including requirements set forth by USACE as 
conditions of permits issued for implementation of such actions (see Chapter 28.0, 
“Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance,” for a description of the permits, petitions, 
compliance documents, etc., needed for the project- and program-level actions). Text has 
not been revised. 

LSJLD2-17: EM 1110-2-1913 describes USACE criteria and procedures for evaluating 
levee landslide slope stability.  Text of Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives” (page 
2-23, lines 33 through 41; page 2-24, lines 3 through 11; page 2-25, lines 36 through 39; 
page 2-26, lines 15 through 30), and Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management” 
(page 11-43, lines 20 through 36), of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised to also cite ETL 
1110-2-569 (USACE 2005), which addresses levee underseepage.  See Chapter 4.0, 
“Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. The revisions clarify that Reclamation would limit the 
release of Interim and Restoration flows to those flows that would maintain standard 
USACE levee performance criteria (i.e., a levee slope stability Factor of Safety of at least 
1.4 and an underseepage Factor of Safety corresponding to an exit gradient at the toe of 
the levee of 0.5 or less) at all times.  Levee performance criteria are cited in accordance 
with USACE EM 1110-2-1913 (USACE 2000) and ETL 1110-2-569 (USACE 2005).  In 
the event the levee performance criteria are revised by USACE, such revisions would be 
considered.  Erosion is addressed through measures included in all action alternatives, 
describe on pages 2-26 to 2-28 of the Draft PEIS/R, to closely monitor erosion and 
perform maintenance and/or reduce Interim and Restoration flows as necessary to avoid 
erosion-related impacts. All project- and program-level actions would be performed in 
compliance with USACE requirements, including requirements set forth by USACE as 
conditions of permits issued for implementation of such actions (see Chapter 28.0, 
“Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance,” for a description of the permits, petitions, 
compliance documents, etc., needed for the project- and program-level actions). 

LSJLD2-18: This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD2-16. See 
response to comment LSJLD2-16. 

LSJLD2-19: As described on page 2-25 of the Draft PEIS/R, a staff member from 
USACE would participate in the Channel Capacity Advisory Group, which would 
provide timely independent review of data, analytical methodology, and results used to 
estimate then-existing channel capacities, including application of the USACE levee 
performance criteria. Text in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-23, lines 



San Joaquin River Restoration Program 

Final Program Environmental 
3.8-518 – July 2012 Impact Statement/Report 

33 through 41; page 2-24, lines 3 through 11; page 2-25, lines 36 through 39; page 2-26, 
lines 15 through 30), and Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management” (page 11-43, 
lines 20 through 36), of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised to clarify that Reclamation 
would limit the release of Interim and Restoration flows to those flows that would 
maintain standard USACE levee performance criteria (i.e., a levee slope stability Factor 
of Safety of at least 1.4 and an underseepage Factor of Safety corresponding to an exit 
gradient at the toe of the levee of 0.5 or less).   See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final 
PEIS/R.  Levee performance criteria are cited in accordance with USACE EM 1110-2-
1913 (USACE 2000) and ETL 1110-2-569 (USACE 2005) (developed by the USACE 
Sacramento District).  In the event the levee performance criteria are revised by USACE, 
such revisions would be considered.  The inclusion of this discussion does not change the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-20: As described on page 2-25 of the Draft PEIS/R, a staff member from 
USACE would participate in the Channel Capacity Advisory Group, which would 
provide timely independent review of data, analytical methodology, and results used to 
estimate then-existing channel capacities, including application of the USACE levee 
performance criteria.  Text in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-23, lines 
33 through 41; page 2-24, lines 3 through 11; page 2-25, lines 36 through 39; page 2-26, 
lines 15 through 30), and Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management” (page 11-43, 
lines 20 through 36), of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised to clarify that Reclamation 
would limit the release of Interim and Restoration flows to those flows that would 
maintain standard USACE levee performance criteria (i.e., a levee slope stability Factor 
of Safety of at least 1.4 and an underseepage Factor of Safety corresponding to an exit 
gradient at the toe of the levee of 0.5 or less) at all times.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of 
this Final PEIS/R.   Levee performance criteria are cited in accordance with USACE EM 
1110-2-1913 (USACE 2000) and ETL 1110-2-569 (USACE 2005) (developed by the 
USACE Sacramento District).  In the event the levee performance criteria are revised by 
USACE, such revisions would be considered.  Further, all project- and program-level 
actions would be performed in compliance with USACE requirements, including 
requirements set forth by USACE as conditions of permits issued for implementation of 
such actions (see Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R for a description of the permits, petitions, compliance documents, etc., 
needed for the project- and program-level actions). The inclusion of this discussion does 
not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-21: Comment noted. The purpose of the Channel Capacity Advisory Group 
would be to provide independent review of and feedback on estimated then-existing 
channel capacities, monitoring results, and planned, ongoing, and completed management 
actions to address vegetation and sediment transport within the system as identified by 
Reclamation. Reclamation will consider input received through this process when making 
flow and management decisions. The group, once convened, and Reclamation would 
establish any additional procedures necessary within the context of the structure set forth 
in the PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-22: This comment is substantially similar to LSJLD2-20. See response to 
comment LSJLD2-20 in this chapter. 
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LSJLD2-23: As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, the actions to release Interim and Restoration flows includes measures that 
would commit Reclamation to implementing actions that would meet performance 
standards that minimize increases in flood risk as a result of Interim or Restoration flows.  
Detailed descriptions of levee evaluation standards, criteria, and recommendations used 
to determine the performance standards described in Chapter 2.0 are provided in the cited 
USACE documents. Text in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-23, lines 
33 through 41; page 2-24, lines 3 through 11; page 2-25, lines 36 through 39; page 2-26, 
lines 15 through 30), and Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management” (page 11-43, 
lines 20 through 36), of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised to clarify that Reclamation 
would limit the release of Interim and Restoration flows to those flows that would 
maintain standard USACE levee performance criteria (i.e., a levee slope stability Factor 
of Safety of at least 1.4 and an underseepage Factor of Safety corresponding to an exit 
gradient at the toe of the levee of 0.5 or less) at all times.  Levee performance criteria are 
cited in accordance with USACE EM 1110-2-1913 (USACE 2000) and ETL 1110-2-569 
(USACE 2005) (developed by the USACE Sacramento District). See Chapter 4.0, 
“Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. Levee evaluation standards in these documents include 
detailed assessment of surface and subsurface soil and hydrologic conditions, topography, 
past and future flow conditions and flood history.  In the event the levee performance 
criteria are revised by USACE, such revisions would be considered.  Further, all project- 
and program-level actions would be performed in compliance with USACE requirements, 
including requirements set forth by USACE as conditions of permits issued for 
implementation of such actions (see Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, Coordination, and 
Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R for a description of the permits, petitions, compliance 
documents, etc., needed for the project- and program-level actions). 

The commenter states “[a] more detailed description of the process to evaluate levees 
should be provided.” In the interest of managing the size of the PEIS/R, unnecessary 
detail is not presented. Rather, the cited source is provided for the reader seeking 
additional information. The Channel Capacity Advisory Group, described on page 2-25 
of the Draft PEIS/R, would provide timely independent review of data, analytical 
methodology, and results used to estimate then-existing channel capacities, including 
application of the USACE levee performance criteria.  The Physical Monitoring and 
Management Plan, described on pages 2-49 through 2-51, also contains provisions for 
incorporating new information on the conditions of flow and adjacent lands. 

LSJLD2-24: This comment is substantially similar to LSJLD2-20. See response to 
comment LSJLD2-20 in this chapter. 

LSJLD2-25: Comment noted.  Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and Management 
Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R is designed to incorporate information as it becomes available.  
The Physical Monitoring and Management Plan provides guidelines for observing and 
adjusting to changes in physical conditions within the Restoration Area (page 2-49, lines 
15 and 16, of the Draft PEIS/R).  The Channel Capacity Advisory Group, described on 
page 2-25 of the Draft PEIS/R, would be responsible for providing timely independent 
review of data, analytical methodology, and results used to estimate then-existing channel 
capacities, including application of the USACE levee performance criteria. 
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Under Mitigation Measure FLD-1 (described in Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood 
Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R) each site-specific study will include an analysis of 
the potential of that project to locally impede flow or transfer flood risk to downstream 
areas as a result of changes in velocity, stage, or cross section. If a site-specific study 
identifies the potential for a program-level action to locally impede flow or transfer flood 
risk to downstream areas, the project proponents for the site-specific project will 
incorporate actions into site-specific design of the project to reduce redirected flood flow 
impacts to a less-than-significant level.  Site-specific projects that cannot or do not reduce 
redirected flood impacts to less-than-significant levels would not be implemented as part 
of the SJRRP (stated on page 11-40, lines 9 and 10, of the Draft PEIS/R).  Text has not 
been revised. 

LSJLD2-26: Use of the HEC-RAS hydraulic modeling to determine those flows that 
would remain in-channel currently relies on 2-foot contour mapping developed as part of 
the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins Comprehensive Study in 1998 and 1999, 
as updated with LiDAR mapping and bathymetry conducted in 2008. This information is 
the most current and comprehensive information available with which to evaluate in-
channel capacity at a system-level, and the HEC-RAS tool is the best available tool with 
which to conduct this evaluation. The HEC-RAS model has been updated and calibrated 
since 2008 using flow and water surface elevation data collected during flood and Interim 
flows and represent channel and flow characteristics that currently exist.  Newer 
information on the physical condition of the system, including improvements to HEC-
RAS, tools that supersede HEC-RAS, or data such as observations that provide better 
localized information would be incorporated during implementation, as appropriate. 
Other factors relevant to flood risk are addressed through both project- and program-level 
actions described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

The commenter states “[t]he Draft PEIS/R should also reference the Seepage 
Management Plan and supporting groundwater thresholds identified in Appendix H of the 
plan.” The Seepage Management Plan Attachment to Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring 
and Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R is summarized beginning on page 2-49 of 
the Draft PEIS/R. Chapter 16.0, “Land Use Planning and Agricultural Resources,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R also discusses the actions included in the Physical Monitoring and 
Management Plan and Seepage Management Plan as potential actions to respond to 
nonattainment of seepage management objectives. Elements of the Physical Monitoring 
and Management Plan (including the Seepage Management Plan) are described at either 
the program or project level, as appropriate. Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-27: As described on page 2-25 of the Draft PEIS/R, Reclamation would 
consider and respond to comments or recommendations made by the Channel Capacity 
Advisory Group. Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-28: The change in operations at Friant Dam and the routing of Interim and 
Restoration flows could affect operations and maintenance activities regardless of the 
alternative selected for implementation, including increased flap gate inspection and 
debris removal, operation of flow control structures, levee patrols, vegetation control, and 
sand excavation (these actions are as described in Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and 
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Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R).  Additionally, flows would change the basic 
operations as maintenance activities; those activities currently performed in a dry channel 
would be performed in wet channel conditions.  Reclamation would conduct or enter into 
agreements with others to perform such additional maintenance activities and assist the 
local maintaining agencies in the transition from a dry to wet working conditions, made 
necessary as a result of implementing the Settlement. For more information please see 
MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, 
“Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-29: Comment noted. As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of 
Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, LSJLD would be included in a Channel Capacity 
Advisory Group.  The appropriate level of involvement by LSJLD and other stakeholders 
for implementation of program-level actions would be determined during subsequent site-
specific studies. Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-30: Text of page 11-23, lines 11 through 16, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been 
revised in response to this and other comments, to expand the description of LSJLD 
responsibility, facilities, and operations.  Text throughout section 11.1, “Environmental 
Setting,” in Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, has 
been revised in response to this and other comments to expand or provide more detail in 
descriptions of flood control facilities. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 
The DWR flood design capacity figure is not shown because design capacities of all 
pertinent reaches are described throughout the text of Chapter 11.0. Specifically, Table 
11-1 lists design capacities of San Joaquin River reaches and bypasses within the 
Restoration Area, and further description of the flood management operations and 
conditions for the San Joaquin River from Friant Dam to the Merced River is provided on 
pages 11-16 through 11-19 of the Draft PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-31: Text of page 11-23, lines 11 through 16, of the Draft PEIS/R has been 
revised in response to this and other comments, to expand the description of LSJLD 
responsibility, facilities, and operations.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-32: Appendix C, "Glossary & Reader’s Guide," of the Draft PEIS/R, defines 
“reservoir” as an “Artificially impounded body of water.” The use of the term "reservoir" 
in reference to Mendota Pool is consistent with this definition. Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-33: Text on page 11-9, lines 40 through 42, of the Draft PEIS/R has been 
revised in response to this and other comments to clarify that diversions to Arroyo Canal 
range from zero to 800 cfs and typically do not exceed 600 cfs, consistent with text on 
page 2-41, lines 23 and 24, of the Draft PEIS/R.  See Chapter 4.0, "Errata," of this Final 
PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-34: Text on page 11-10, lines 1 and 2, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to this and other comments to clarify that flood flows generally pass the canal 
and continue downstream to San Joaquin River Reach 4A. See Chapter 4.0, "Errata," of 
this Final PEIS/R. 
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LSJLD2-35: “Excess water” in this context refers to water exceeding demands for 
diversion at Mendota Pool. As described on page 2-40, lines 10 through 16, of the Draft 
PEIS/R, Interim and Restoration flows would have a lower priority for downstream 
channel capacity than flood flows (from Friant Dam or other sources, such as the Kings 
River, the Fresno River, or the Chowchilla River) or irrigation deliveries to the Exchange 
Contractors. If release of water from Friant Dam is required for flood control purposes, 
concurrent Interim and Restoration flows would be reduced by an amount equivalent to 
the required flood control release. If flood control releases from Friant Dam exceed the 
concurrent scheduled Interim and Restoration flows, no additional releases above those 
required for flood control would be made for SJRRP purposes. Finally, Interim and 
Restoration flows would be limited to then-existing channel capacities. With these 
operating principles and constraints in place, Interim and Restoration flows would not 
contribute to flood flows above project design capacities as defined by the Operation and 
Maintenance Manual for Levees, Irrigation and Drainage Structures, Channels and 
Miscellaneous Facilities (Reclamation Board 1978) or otherwise adversely affect future 
flood control operations. Priorities and operations are set in this manual, and would not 
change with the implementation of the SJRRP. Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-36: As described on page 11-18, lines 1 through 22, of the Draft PEIS/R, the 
operations of the Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation Structure are coordinated with flood 
flows entering the San Joaquin River from Fresno Slough when San Joaquin River flood 
flows are being released at Friant Dam. Operation of flood control structures on the 
Kings River, including Pine Flat Dam, Army Weir, and Crescent Weir, are described 
beginning on page 11-10. Cited sources are provided for the reader seeking additional 
information regarding coordination of flood management operations on the Kings and 
San Joaquin rivers. Text on page 11-10, lines 28 through 35, and on page 11-10, line 36, 
to page 11-11, line 4, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response to this and other 
comments. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

As described on page 2-40, lines 10 through 16, of the Draft PEIS/R, Interim and 
Restoration flows would have a lower priority for downstream channel capacity than 
flood flows (from Friant Dam or other sources, such as the Kings River, the Fresno River, 
or the Chowchilla River) or irrigation deliveries to the San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractors. If release of water from Friant Dam is required for flood control purposes, 
concurrent Interim and Restoration flows would be reduced by an amount equivalent to 
the required flood control release. If flood control releases from Friant Dam exceed the 
concurrent scheduled Interim and Restoration flows, no additional releases above those 
required for flood control would be made for SJRRP purposes. Finally, Interim and 
Restoration flows would be limited to then-existing channel capacities. With these 
operating principles and constraints in place, Interim and Restoration flows would not 
contribute to flood flows above project design capacities as defined by the Operation and 
Maintenance Manual for Levees, Irrigation and Drainage Structures, Channels and 
Miscellaneous Facilities (Reclamation Board 1978) or otherwise adversely affect future 
flood control operations. Priorities and operations are set in this manual, and would not 
change with the implementation of the SJRRP. 
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LSJLD2-37: Text of page 11-13, line 17, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to this and other comments to clarify that the levees in the Study Area were 
constructed by the State in coordination with USACE. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this 
Final PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-38: Occurrences of seepage on adjacent lands during high flows are cited in the 
Draft PEIS/R on pages 11-8, 11-9, 11-13, and 11-16.  Loss of design capacity is also 
discussed at appropriate locations throughout the document.  In particular, the historical 
operation of Reach 2B at 1,300 cfs or less due to seepage issues at higher flows as well as 
historical direction of flows away from Reach 4B1 and into the Eastside Bypass and 
current estimated capacity of less than 100 cfs are acknowledged on page 11-18 as well 
as in Chapter 7.0, “Hydraulics,” of Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  Text 
has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-39: The referenced text on page 11-16, lines 37 and 38, of the Draft PEIS/R 
already notes that Table 11-1 shows design capacities. Table 11-1 has been revised in 
response to the comment to include a citation of the source of the reported design 
capacities. See Chapter 4.0, "Errata," of this Final PEIS/R. Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – 
Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R acknowledges that some capacities have 
decreased from the design capacity.  Reach 2B capacity is discussed further on page 11-
18 and in Appendix H, "Modeling," of the Draft PEIS/R on page 7-11. 

LSJLD2-40: Page 11-18 of the Draft PEIS/R notes that LSJLD historical operations 
typically route 1,300 cfs to Reach 2B.  Historical operations are further discussed on page 
7-11 of Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Text of page 11-17, Table 11-1, 
of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response to clarify that the design capacities for 
reaches of the San Joaquin River and bypass system are cited from the San Joaquin River 
Mainstem, California, Reconnaissance Report (USACE 1993) rather than HEC-RAS 
hydraulic modeling.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. Table 11-1 in 
Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, lists design 
capacities of the San Joaquin River and bypasses within the Restoration Area, and does 
not present current capacities. 

LSJLD2-41: Historical operations related to flows in Reach 4B1 are discussed on pages 
11-9 and 11-18.  Further information on estimated current capacity of Reach 4B1 is given 
in Table 7-1 of Appendix H, "Modeling," of the Draft PEIS/R, which reports that the 
capacity is equal to or less than 100 cfs.  Text of page 11-17, Table 11-1, of the Draft 
PEIS/R has been revised in response to clarify that the design capacities for reaches of 
the San Joaquin River and bypass system are cited from the San Joaquin River Mainstem, 
California, Reconnaissance Report (USACE 1993) rather than HEC-RAS hydraulic 
modeling.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. Table 11-1 in Chapter 11.0, 
“Hydrology – Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, lists design capacities of the San 
Joaquin River and bypasses within the Restoration Area, and does not present current 
capacities. 

LSJLD2-42: Text of page 11-17, Table 11-1, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to comment to clarify that the design capacities for reaches of the San Joaquin 
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River and bypass system are cited from the San Joaquin River Mainstem, California, 
Reconnaissance Report (USACE 1993) rather than HEC-RAS hydraulic modeling. See 
Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-43: Text of page 11-18, line 38, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-44: Text of page 11-23, lines 11 through 16, of the Draft PEIS/R has been 
revised in response to this and other comments, to expand the description of LDJLD 
responsibility, facilities, and operations.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-45: The action alternatives do not propose changes to flood control operations.  
Flood control operations are described at sufficient level of detail to allow impact 
assessment. See Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, page 2-
28, line 27, through page 2-29, line 31, for a description of modifications to the existing 
operation of the Lower San Joaquin River Flood Control Project during nonflood 
operations. As described on page 2-40, lines 10 through 16, of the Draft PEIS/R, Interim 
and Restoration flows would have a lower priority for downstream channel capacity than 
flood flows (from Friant Dam or other sources, such as the Kings River, the Fresno River, 
or the Chowchilla River) or irrigation deliveries to the San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractors. If release of water from Friant Dam is required for flood control purposes, 
concurrent Interim and Restoration flows would be reduced by an amount equivalent to 
the required flood control release. If flood control releases from Friant Dam exceed the 
concurrent scheduled Interim and Restoration flows, no additional releases above those 
required for flood control would be made for SJRRP purposes. Finally, Interim and 
Restoration flows would be limited to then-existing channel capacities. With these 
operating principles and constraints in place, Interim and Restoration flows would not 
contribute to flood flows above project design capacities as defined by the Operation and 
Maintenance Manual for Levees, Irrigation and Drainage Structures, Channels and 
Miscellaneous Facilities (Reclamation Board 1978) or otherwise adversely affect future 
flood control operations. The proposed Mendota Pool Bypass would be designed to 
convey at least 4,500 cfs around Mendota Pool from Reach 2B to Reach 3, and would be 
implemented in such a way as to not interfere with flood control operations and 
maintenance. Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-46: The best available modeling tools were used to evaluate the potential 
effects of the No-Action and action alternatives on flood management, including the 
impacts of increased flow frequency and flow levels, and are described in more detail in 
Appendix H, "Modeling," of the Draft PEIS/R. 

CalSim-II was used to evaluate expected reservoir levels during the flood season for all 
alternatives. UNET and HEC-FDA were used to model systemwide hydraulics and flood 
damage reduction impacts. In particular, UNET and HEC-FDA were used to estimate the 
economic changes in flood damages associated with physical configuration assumptions 
in the action alternatives, such as levee setbacks in Reach 2B. This is referred to in the 
Draft PEIS/R as potential redirected impacts. 
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These models were not used to assess the potential for more frequent flows to saturate 
levees and thereby compromise levee integrity over time. Rather, provisions to minimize 
increases in flood risk through this and related mechanisms, including through-seepage, 
underseepage, and landside slope stability are included in the project description as part 
of all action alternatives, as described on pages 2-22 to 2-28 of the Draft PEIS/R. As 
described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, the action to 
release Interim and Restoration flows includes measures that would commit Reclamation 
to implementing actions that would meet performance standards that minimize increases 
in flood risk as a result of Interim or Restoration flows. 

As described in greater detail in responses to comments EC1-77 and EC1-83, with the 
implementation of the project-level actions described on pages 2-22 to 2-28 of the Draft 
PEIS/R, the action alternatives would not significantly increase risk of levee failure due 
to underseepage, through-seepage, associated landside slope stability, or levee erosion 
mechanisms. Underseepage, through-seepage, associated landside slope stability, and 
levee erosion are all failure mechanisms associated with prolonged high flows and 
saturation, the specific concerns raised by the commenter. This is further discussed in 
Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, in Impact FLD-6. 
Because measures to minimize flood risk by not significantly increasing risk of levee 
failure are included in all action alternatives, Impact FLD-6 is found to be less than 
significant. The inclusion of this discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions 
of the Draft PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-47: The best available modeling tools were used to evaluate the potential 
effects of the No-Action and action alternatives on flood management, including the 
impacts of increased flow frequency and flow levels.  Model descriptions, including 
applicability, prior usage, assumptions, and calibration, or references to documents where 
this information can be found, are provided in Appendix H, "Modeling," of the Draft 
PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-48: Comment noted. Limitations of the Sacramento and San Joaquin River 
Basins Comprehensive Study UNET Model are discussed on pages 7-6 and 7-7 of 
Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  See also responses to comments 
LSJLD2-20 and LSJLD2-46. 

LSJLD2-49: The best available tools were applied to the extent possible.  For physical 
parameters that could not be modeled due to data or model limitations, measures are 
provided in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” and Chapter 11.0 “Hydrology – 
Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, to avoid or mitigate potential impacts of 
increased flood risk to the less-than-significant level.   Chapter 7.0, “Hydraulics,” of 
Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R, discusses application of the Sacramento 
and San Joaquin River Basins Comprehensive Study UNET Model in the San Joaquin 
River system.  UNET is physically based and includes the flood operations criteria.  
Limitations of the UNET model are discussed on pages 7-6 and 7-7 of Appendix H.  The 
UNET model of the San Joaquin River system used for the analyses presented in the 
Draft PEIS/R was built on a previous UNET model of the Sacramento and San Joaquin 
River systems, with updated data and integrated flood management operations.  It is a 
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sufficiently comprehensive representation of the entire San Joaquin River Basin, capable 
of simulating the complex interaction of multiple stream systems and waterways for the 
purposes of the PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-50: With the implementation of the project-level actions described on pages 2-
22 to 2-28 of the Draft PEIS/R, the action alternatives would not significantly increase 
risk of levee failure due to underseepage, through-seepage, associated landside slope 
stability, or levee erosion mechanisms. This is further discussed in Chapter 11.0, 
“Hydrology – Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, in Impact FLD-6. Because 
measures to minimize flood risk by not significantly increasing risk of levee failure due 
to underseepage, through-seepage, or associated landside slope stability mechanisms are 
included in all action alternatives, Impact FLD-6 is found to be less than significant. 

The impact assessment provides a comparative evaluation of flood risk based on 
available information on flood stage, flood frequency, levee failure probability, and 
damages between the No-Action and action alternatives.  The assessment allows the 
determination of the potential for increases in flood risk due to program alternatives that 
would have an effect on underseepage, through-seepage, or associated landside slope 
stability mechanisms.  The flood damage and flood hydraulics modeling approaches used 
in this assessment are discussed in Sections 6.5 and 7.2, respectively, in Appendix H, 
“Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R.   The analyses provided in Appendix H describe the 
amount of damage that might occur given certain floodplain stages.  Actions were 
included in the project description to avoid increasing the potential for flood risk due to 
release of Interim and Restoration flows, and therefore the Impact FLD-6 is found to be 
less than significant.  The inclusion of this discussion does not change the analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R.  See also response to comment LSJLD2-20. 

LSJLD2-51: This comment is substantially similar to comment EC1-252.  Erosion and 
landside slope stability are also discussed in Impact FLD-6, addressed in response to 
comment LSJLD2-50.  See responses to comments LSJLD2-20 and LSJLD2-50. 

LSJLD2-52: The comment refers to the statement that there is a lack of recent and 
consistent information regarding channel and levee conditions. As described beginning 
on page 11-16 of the Draft PEIS/R, information on dimensions of estimated channel 
capacities for locally constructed levees are difficult to obtain and, in some cases, 
currently unavailable. Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R provides estimates of current channel and levee conditions, and on design 
capacities, based on best available information, in Section 11.1, “Environmental Setting.” 

As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the draft PEIS/R, the 
Implementing Agencies recognize the need for a robust monitoring program to collect 
information on physical and ecological responses to actions to guide site-specific project 
requirements. In recognition of the data limitations, and reliance on future monitoring 
data, final program alternatives are defined more broadly and include provisions for 
flexibility in implementation. Similarly, until sufficient data are available to determine 
Factors of Safety, Reclamation would limit initial Interim and Restoration flow releases 
to those flows that would remain in-channel, as described on pages 2-22 to 2-28. The 
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Channel Capacity Advisory Group, described on page 2-25, would provide timely 
independent review of data, analytical methodology, and results used to estimate then-
existing channel capacities, including application of the USACE levee performance 
criteria.  Further, all project- and program-level actions would be performed in 
compliance with USACE requirements, including requirements set forth by USACE as 
conditions of permits issued for implementation of such actions (see Chapter 28.0, 
“Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R for a description of 
the permits, petitions, compliance documents, etc., needed for the project- and program-
level actions). Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-53: As described in Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R, redirected flood impacts to Reaches 3 and 4 are considered less than 
significant.  However, due to lack of current information regarding levee conditions 
within the Restoration Area, this impact is considered potentially significant and 
Mitigation Measure FLD-1 is proposed. Under Mitigation Measure FLD-1 each site-
specific study will include an analysis of the potential of that project to locally impede 
flow or transfer flood risk to downstream areas as a result of changes in velocity, stage, or 
cross section. If a site-specific project identifies the potential for a program-level action 
to locally impede flow or transfer flood risk to other areas, the project proponents for the 
site-specific project will incorporate actions into site-specific design of the project to 
reduce redirected flood flow impacts to a less-than-significant level.  Site-specific 
projects that cannot or do not reduce redirected flood impacts to less-than-significant 
levels would not be implemented as part of the SJRRP (stated on page 11-40, lines 9 and 
10, of the Draft PEIS/R).  Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-54: Comment noted.  Site-specific studies will include outreach to potentially 
affected landowners and operators, including LSJLD.  As described in Chapter 11.0, 
“Hydrology – Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, redirected flood impacts to 
Reaches 3 and 4 are considered less than significant.  See response to comment LSJLD2-
53 for additional information relevant to this comment. 

LSJLD2-55: Site-specific studies will include outreach to potentially affected 
landowners and operators, including LSJLD. Vegetation management actions are 
described on as part of the Physical Monitoring and Management Plan on page 2-49 
through page 2-52 and in Appendix D, "Physical Monitoring and Management Plan," of 
the Draft PEIS/R. The commenter provides no specific documentation of the concern 
raised nor does the commenter provide the basis for their comment or data or references 
offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by 
facts to support their comment that the document does not adequately describe vegetation 
management response actions.  See also MCR-2, “SJRRP Funding Availability, Sources, 
and Cost Estimates,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R 
for a discussion of funding and funding sources for the SJRRP.   

The change in operations at Friant Dam and the routing of Interim and Restoration flows 
could affect operations and maintenance activities regardless of the alternative selected 
for implementation, including increased flap gate inspection and debris removal, 
operation of flow control structures, levee patrols, vegetation control, and sand 
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excavation (these actions are as described in Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and 
Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R).  Additionally, flows would change the basic 
operations as maintenance activities; those activities currently performed in a dry channel 
would be performed in wet channel conditions. Reclamation would conduct or enter into 
agreements with others to perform such additional maintenance activities and assist the 
local maintaining agencies in the transition from a dry to wet working conditions, made 
necessary as a result of implementing the Settlement. For more information please see 
MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, 
“Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

Additionally, the Implementing Agencies have provided and continue to provide 
extensive public and stakeholder outreach activities to engage and inform all interested 
parties of the SJRRP process. These opportunities include processes required under 
NEPA and CEQA, such as public scoping, notification, and review of the PEIS/R, as well 
as additional ongoing opportunities, such as conducting technical feedback meetings; 
maintaining the SJRRP Web site (www.restoresjr.net); producing annual reports, fact 
sheets, brochures, and program updates; conducting site-specific landowner meetings; 
distributing notifications through an e-mail distribution list; and monitoring feedback on 
potential seepage-related impacts through e-mail (InterimFlows@restoresjr.net) and the 
Seepage Hotline (916-978-4398). Public involvement processes past and for future 
project-specific actions are further described in Section 1.1.3, “Scoping and Public 
Involvement Process,” and 28.2.3, “Future Public Involvement,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 
Appendix G, “Plan Formulation,” of the Draft PEIS/R further describes how public input 
received during the PEIS/R scoping process influenced the formulation of alternatives 
analyzed in the Draft PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-56: The change in operations at Friant Dam and the routing of Interim and 
Restoration flows could affect operations and maintenance activities regardless of the 
alternative selected for implementation, including increased flap gate inspection and 
debris removal, operation of flow control structures, levee patrols, vegetation control, and 
sand excavation (these actions are as described in Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and 
Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R). Additionally, flows would change the basic 
operations as maintenance activities; those activities currently performed in a dry channel 
would be performed in wet channel conditions.  Reclamation would conduct or enter into 
agreements with others to perform such additional maintenance activities and assist the 
local maintaining agencies in the transition from a dry to wet working conditions, made 
necessary as a result of implementing the Settlement. See MCR-8, “Operations and 
Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” 
of this Final PEIS/R, for additional information relevant to this comment. 

LSJLD2-57: The maximum flows for Reach 3 specified in Exhibit B of the Settlement is 
3,655 cfs, which would occur during the spring pulse period in normal-wet and wet years. 
During non-flood periods, when these Restoration Flows in Reach 3 are combined with 
the typical range of irrigation delivery flows, the maximum flow in this reach would be in 
the range of 4,000 to 4,200 cfs. The City of Mendota obtains its water via wells within 
Reach 2B.  Reclamation and DWR have been coordinating with Mendota to address 
reliability of water resources in association with project-level actions, such as the 
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Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B Channel Improvements.  Additionally, the 
commenter states that the City of Firebaugh needs to sandbag if flows approach 4,200 cfs 
and the city monitors levees during San Joaquin River flows above 4,000 cfs.  The 
maximum flow releases from Friant Dam provided by Exhibit B of the Settlement for a 
wet year type would be a maximum of 4,500 cfs between April 16 through 30.  Due to 
losses and diversions along the river channel, Exhibit B also states that this flow would 
equate to 3,655 cfs at the head of Reach 3, near the City of Firebaugh.  This is below the 
flows addressed by the commenter as potentially having impacts to public facilities. 
However, pages 2-22 through 2-28 in the Draft PEIS/R describe detailed measures 
included in all action alternatives that would minimize flood risk resulting from Interim 
and Restoration flows, including limiting Interim and Restoration flows to then-current 
channel capacity. The Draft PEIS/R also describes channel improvements that may be 
made to increase channel capacity, but Interim and Restoration flows would not exceed 
then-current channel capacity under any scenarios. 

LSJLD2-58: On a probabilistic basis, an increase in frequency, stage, or flow of water 
present in any river could result in an increase, however small, in flood risk. As described 
in Chapter 11.0 “Hydrology – Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, all impacts of 
implementing the Settlement on flood management would be less than significant. 
Beginning on page 2-22 of the Draft PEIS/R, the project description includes actions to 
minimize increases in flood risk associated with the release of Interim and Restoration 
flows. These actions would achieve the following objectives: (1) commit Reclamation to 
implementing actions that would meet performance standards that minimize increases in 
flood risk as a result of Interim or Restoration flows, (2) limit the release and conveyance 
of Interim and Restoration flows to those flows that would remain in-channel until 
adequate data are available to apply the performance standards and until the performance 
standards are satisfied, and (3) enable the Settlement to be implemented in coordination 
with other ongoing and future actions outside the Settlement that could address channel 
capacity issues identified in the Settlement or through the SJRRP or other programs. 
Reclamation would reduce Restoration Flows below the flow targets identified in Exhibit 
B of the Settlement, if channel capacity is insufficient to convey full Restoration Flows. 
Additionally, as summarize on page 2-51 and described in Appendix D, “Physical 
Monitoring and Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R, all of the action alternatives 
include actions to reduce, redirect, or redivert Interim or Restoration flows to reduce flow 
in downstream reaches, if necessary. All project- and program-level actions would be 
performed in compliance with USACE requirements, including requirements set forth by 
USACE as conditions of permits issued for implementation of such actions (see Chapter 
28.0, “Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R for a 
description of the permits, petitions, compliance documents, etc., needed for the project- 
and program-level actions). Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-59: The process for Reclamation to respond to comments provided by the 
Channel Capacity Advisory Committee is described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of 
Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  The purpose of the Channel Capacity Advisory 
Group would be to provide independent review of and feedback on estimated then-
existing channel capacities, monitoring results, and planned, ongoing, and completed 
management actions to address vegetation and sediment transport within the system as 
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identified by Reclamation. Reclamation will consider input received through this process 
when making flow and management decisions.  Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-60: This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD2-26. See 
response to comment LSJLD2-26. 

LSJLD2-61: All project- and program-level actions would be performed in compliance 
with USACE requirements, including requirements set forth by USACE as conditions of 
permits issued for implementation of such actions (see Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, 
Coordination, and Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R for a description of the permits, 
petitions, compliance documents, etc., needed for the project- and program-level actions). 
See response to comment LSJLD2-20 for additional information relevant to this 
comment. 

LSJLD2-62: As defined on page 2-24 of the Draft PEIS/R, in-channel flows are flows 
that maintain a water surface elevation at or below the elevation of the landside levee toe. 
As stated in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R Interim and 
Restoration flows would be limited to then-existing channel capacities.  Current modeling 
data do not indicate there are any areas where channel invert elevations are higher than 
outside levee toe elevations.  In the case that the channel invert elevation is higher than 
the landside levee toe, flows would not be conveyed in the channel until adequate Factors 
of Safety can be determined in accordance with USACE guidelines.  As part of 
monitoring and management being done concurrent with release of Interim and 
Restoration flows, the lead agencies will continue to collect information on the current 
state of the system.  Information collected through monitoring would be used to update 
the analytical tools to better reflect the conditions of the system.  See also response to 
comment LSJLD2-20. 

LSJLD2-63: This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD-20. See response 
to comment LSJLD2-20. 

LSJLD2-64: This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD-20. See response 
to comment LSJLD2-20. 

LSJLD2-65: As noted in the comment, and in Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood 
Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, Figure 11-18 shows a particular hydrologic sequence 
when peak snow melt releases would have been avoided as a result of Settlement 
implementation. This figure is shown, along with several others, to demonstrate how 
implementation of Alternatives A1 through C2 would change flow patterns in the San 
Joaquin River downstream from the Merced River. Consideration of this and other 
scenarios in FLD-6 found this impact would be less than significant. Text has not been 
revised. 

LSJLD2-66: As described in Impact FLD-6 in Chapter 11.0,“Hydrology – Flood 
Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, provisions in Chapter 2.0, "Description of 
Alternatives," of the Draft PEIS/R, would minimize contribution of Interim and 
Restoration flows to levee erosion or seepage and minimize interruptions in maintenance. 
Reclamation is committed to implementing erosion monitoring and management, 
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including monitoring potential erosion sites, reducing Interim and Restoration flows as 
necessary, and reporting ongoing results of monitoring and management actions to the 
Channel Capacity Advisory Group. Additionally, the Physical Monitoring and 
Management Plan (Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R) includes provisions for monitoring 
and immediate management actions to respond to nonattainment of seepage objectives. 

The Implementing Agencies recognize that Interim and Restoration flows would change 
the nature of operations and maintenance activities; those activities currently performed 
in a dry channel would be performed in wet channel conditions. Reclamation is 
committed to working with LSJLD and other Third Parties to anticipate and schedule 
modifications in Interim and Restoration flows to allow for maintenance activities, if 
necessary, at times that would have the least effect on the SJRRP’s activities. These 
commitments are further described in MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement 
Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-67: The description of immediate and long-term actions for maintaining 
channel capacities as provided in the Draft PEIS/R is sufficient for the purposes of 
analyses and disclosure within the programmatic nature of the PEIS/R.  The Physical 
Monitoring and Management Plan (Section 2.4.3 and Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R) 
includes measures that could be taken to further enhance the achievement of the 
objectives listed on page 2-49, lines 28 through 33, of the Draft PEIS/R. Monitoring 
activities include past, present, and future physical and nonphysical activities within the 
Restoration Area, and site-specific documentation has been completed for those actions 
completed or currently underway, as described in Table 2-2 and on page 2-50 of the Draft 
PEIS/R.  Immediate project-level responses would be implemented, as needed, to attain 
the seepage, channel capacity and spawning gravel management objectives.  Long-term 
program-level responses could be implemented to attain the flow, groundwater seepage, 
channel capacity, native vegetation, and spawning gravel management objectives, if 
necessary. Additional information at this point would be highly speculative as further 
monitoring, evaluations, and the continuation of the process and measures identified on 
pages 2-22 through 2-28 in the Draft PEIS/R must be conducted to further inform and 
define the process.   Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-68: Control of invasive species is addressed through the Conservation Strategy, 
described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Invasive 
plants are of concern in almost all ecosystems in California and throughout the western 
United States.  It is unclear what analysis the commenter is requesting in terms of the 
“feasibility of implementing an invasive plant monitoring and control program.”  
Management of invasive species is common in restoration actions and management 
efforts and techniques are well established (NISC 2012).  As described in Chapter 2.0, 
invasive species management is a component of all action alternatives by its inclusion in 
the Conservation Strategy, which would be implemented under all action alternatives.  
The request by the commenter to consider the potential impacts on vegetation and 
wildlife and the restoration project success within the context of ongoing control 
measures or diminished habitat functions is outside the scope of the Draft PEIS/R as both 
NEPA and CEQA require an analysis of the impacts of the project, not of unknown or 
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speculative other conditions that may exist if only portions of the project are 
implemented (in part or not at all). 

LSJLD2-69: Under Alternatives A1 through C2, Reclamation would implement three 
integrated measures that would collectively avoid a potentially significant increase in the 
risk of flood damage or levee failure due to underseepage, through-seepage, erosion, or 
landside slope stability issues (as described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” 
in the section describing actions to minimize flood risk). These three measures are: (1) 
establishing a Channel Capacity Advisory Group and determining and updating estimates 
of then-existing channel capacities, as needed; (2) maintaining Interim and Restoration 
flows below estimates of then-existing channel capacities; and (3) closely monitoring 
erosion and performing maintenance and/or reducing Interim and Restoration flows as 
necessary to avoid erosion-related impacts. 

Levee performance criteria are cited in accordance with USACE EM 1110-2-1913 
(USACE 2000) and ETL 1110-2-569 (USACE 2005) (developed by the USACE 
Sacramento District). Levee evaluation standards in these documents include detailed 
assessment of surface and subsurface soil and hydrologic conditions, topography, past 
and future flow conditions, and flood history.  In the event the levee performance criteria 
are revised by USACE, such revisions would be considered. Further, all project- and 
program-level actions would be performed in compliance with USACE requirements, 
including requirements set forth by USACE as conditions of permits issued for 
implementation of such actions (see Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, Coordination, and 
Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R for a description of the permits, petitions, compliance 
documents, etc., needed for the project- and program-level actions). See also responses to 
comments LSJLD2-20 and LSJLD2-23. 

LSJLD2-70: The assertion that the method to compute composite roughness values is 
“non-standard” is incorrect.  The Manning roughness coefficient is an empirical 
parameter, and the validity of any method for estimating its value can only be confirmed 
by comparing computational results with measured data.  The HEC-RAS model includes 
two methods to automatically compute composite roughness values, based on 
assumptions that cross section characteristics are the sum of characteristics of the 
subdivisions on which the composite is based, or that cross-section characteristics have 
the same average value as the subdivisions on which the composite roughness is based.  
Generally, the selection of one method or the other is based on the shape and vegetation 
characteristics of the cross-section. As has been clearly demonstrated in other 
applications of the HEC-RAS model for a wide range of conditions that occur in the San 
Joaquin River, and many other river systems where vegetation is present within the main 
channel, use of either of the two procedures that are available in HEC-RAS 
independently often produces physically unreasonable results. 

The procedure used in MEI (2008a) is a simple combination of the two methods that are 
available in HEC-RAS to estimate the composite n-value, applying each method to the 
portion of the cross section to which it is applicable.  Off-line calculations are necessary 
because HEC-RAS only provides the option to use one or the other procedure.  The 
method used in MEI (2008a) is an objective, physically based procedure that accounts for 
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the effects of vegetation and sinuosity on the main channel roughness, and it uses 
standard computational methods.  As demonstrated in MEI (2008a) and several 
subsequent analyses, model results using this procedure calibrate very well to measured 
water-surface elevations over a broad range of flows.  Although the method was not 
subjected to a formal peer review process, it has been well documented, presented at 
technical conferences, has been informally peer reviewed by a number of experts in 
hydraulic modeling, including Ron Copeland (while employed at the USACE Waterways 
Experiment Station), Joe Countryman (MBK Consultants), engineers from Reclamation, 
and DWR, and other recognized experts in the consulting community.  The USACE 
Hydrologic Engineering Center develops and maintains the HEC-RAS modeling engine; 
it does not review and/or approve data development procedures for specific applications. 
The inclusion of this discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft 
PEIS/R.  Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-71: This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD2-70. See 
response to comment LSJLD2-70. 

LSJLD2-72: As described in the referenced document MEI (2008b), the definition of the 
extent of the zone types was based on evaluation of aerial photography of the physical 
cross section locations to locate the extent of each of the seven zones based on the 
definition of the physical characteristics defined for each zone.  The Manning’s n values, 
or roughness coefficients, were assigned according to each zones’ physical characteristics 
based on previous experience, field observations of the study reach, and information from 
several technical references cited in the MEI (2008b).  Model results using the defined 
zones calibrate well with measured water-surface elevations.  Sensitivity testing has been 
also performed to assess the effects of higher n values in areas with very thick vegetation 
(described on page 7-4 of Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R).  As the 
vegetation evolves, increasing in roughness and density, it is possible that values higher 
than 0.1 may be necessary to achieve model calibration in areas with very thick riparian 
vegetation. The inclusion of this discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions 
of the Draft PEIS/R.  Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-73: This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD2-70. See 
response to comment LSJLD2-70. 

LSJLD2-74: The statement is intended to imply that, as in any model development and 
calibration effort, the model can only be calibrated to the limits of available data. Model 
calibration to the available data, including the gage rating curves and available water-
surface elevations, is shown in Figures 3.1 through 3.5 of MEI 2008b, the document 
referenced in the text. The inclusion of this discussion does not change the analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R.  Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-75: The text of Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R, page 7-3, lines 
26 through 29, defines the non-damaging flow capacity “as the flow that remains within 
the river corridor at an elevation of at least 3 feet below the crest of the relevant dominant 
or interior levee (i.e., 3-foot freeboard elevation) and does not flood adjacent agriculture 
or urban land (MEI 2008c).” 
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With the implementation of the project-level actions described on pages 2-22 to 2-28 of 
the Draft PEIS/R, the action alternatives would not significantly increase risk of levee 
failure due to underseepage, through-seepage, associated landside slope stability, or levee 
erosion mechanisms. This is further discussed in Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood 
Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, in Impact FLD-6. Under Alternatives A1 through C2, 
Reclamation would implement three integrated measures that would collectively avoid a 
potentially significant increase in the risk of flood damage or levee failure due to 
underseepage, through-seepage, erosion, or landside slope stability issues (as described in 
Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” in the section describing actions to minimize 
flood risk). These three measures are: (1) establishing a Channel Capacity Advisory 
Group and determining and updating estimates of then-existing channel capacities, as 
needed; (2) maintaining Interim and Restoration flows below estimates of then-existing 
channel capacities; and (3) closely monitoring erosion and performing maintenance 
and/or reducing Interim and Restoration flows as necessary to avoid erosion-related 
impacts.  Because measures to minimize flood risk by not significantly increasing risk of 
levee failure due to underseepage, through-seepage, or associated landside slope stability 
mechanisms are included in all action alternatives, Impact FLD-6 is found to be less than 
significant. See also responses to comments LSJLD2-20 and LSJLD2-50 for additional 
information relevant to this comment. 

LSJLD2-76: The analysis was designed to evaluate the physical flow capacity of the 
channels based on freeboard limitations (3 feet in the historical San Joaquin River and 4 
feet along the bypasses, except along the left side of the Eastside Bypass, which has 3 
feet of design freeboard, as described on page 11-16 of the Draft PEIS/R) with and 
without various levee setback options.  The analysis did not attempt to define the stage of 
the maximum anticipated Interim and Restoration flows but rather used a range of 
potential flows because of the uncertainty of future operations and losses. The inclusion 
of this discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R.  Text 
has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-77: Table 7-1 on page 7-2 in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R 
presents a summary of estimated flow capacities based on dominant levee freeboard, 
interior levee freeboard, and approximate non-damaging flows. The text of Appendix H, 
page 7-3, lines 26 through 29, defines the non-damaging flow capacity “as the flow that 
remains within the river corridor at an elevation of at least 3 feet below the crest of the 
relevant dominant or interior levee (i.e., 3-foot freeboard elevation) and does not flood 
adjacent agriculture or urban land (MEI 2008c).”  These values differ from the estimated 
capacities of each reach as described in Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R. Discussion on page 11-8 of the Draft PEIS/R notes that significant 
seepage has been observed in Reach 2B at flows above 1,300 cfs, and historical 
operations typically route up to 1,300 cfs to the Reach 2B, with the remaining flow going 
to the Chowchilla bypass. 

With the implementation of the project-level actions described on pages 2-22 to 2-28 of 
the Draft PEIS/R, the action alternatives would not significantly increase risk of levee 
failure due to underseepage, through-seepage, associated landside slope stability, or levee 
erosion mechanisms. This is further discussed in Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood 
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Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, in Impact FLD-6. Under Alternatives A1 through C2, 
Reclamation would implement three integrated measures that would collectively avoid a 
potentially significant increase in the risk of flood damage or levee failure due to 
underseepage, through-seepage, erosion, or landside slope stability issues (as described in 
Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” in the section describing actions to minimize 
flood risk). These three measures are: (1) establishing a Channel Capacity Advisory 
Group and determining and updating estimates of then-existing channel capacities, as 
needed; (2) maintaining Interim and Restoration flows below estimates of then-existing 
channel capacities; and (3) closely monitoring erosion and performing maintenance 
and/or reducing Interim and Restoration flows as necessary to avoid erosion-related 
impacts.  Because measures to minimize flood risk by not significantly increasing risk of 
levee failure due to underseepage, through-seepage, or associated landside slope stability 
mechanisms are included in all action alternatives, Impact FLD-6 is found to be less than 
significant. See also responses to comments LSJLD2-20 and LSJLD2-50 for additional 
information relevant to this comment. 

LSJLD2-78: The results of the sensitivity study are included in an attachment to 
Appendix G, "Restoration Area Channel Capacity Evaluations,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  
The analysis was used for program-level planning during development of the Draft 
PEIS/R, and may or may not reflect current site-specific evaluations of potential 
modifications in Reaches 2B and 4B. Text has not been revised. 

LSJLD2-79: The flow routing operation rules for the San Joaquin River, the bypasses, 
and Mendota Pool, as described in Section 4.2.2 of Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, take Kings River flows into account when determining the flow in Reach 3 
below Mendota Pool. See also response to comment LSJLD2-35. 

LSJLD2-80: All action alternatives include operation of flood control facilities to convey 
Interim and Restoration flows during non-flood periods, as described in Chapter 2.0, 
“Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  The action alternatives do not 
propose to change operations for flood control. The flow routing operation rules for the 
San Joaquin River, the bypasses, and Mendota Pool, as described in Section 4.2.2 of 
Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R, take Kings River flows into account when 
determining the flow in Reach 3 below Mendota Pool. See also response to comment 
LSJLD2-35. 

LSJLD2-81: The UNET model was used to develop water surface profiles for the Flood 
Damage Assessment, as described in Appendix H, "Modeling," of the Draft PEIS/R to 
perform a program-level assessment of potential damages that could occur if levees in 
Reach 2B and Reach 4B1 are strengthened, potentially transferring flood damages to 
other reaches.  The model was not used to evaluate particular levee failure modes. Levee 
failure is addressed through project-level measures in Chapter 2.0, "Description of 
Alternatives," of the Draft PEIS/R, which include maintaining Interim and Restoration 
flows in-channel until data are available to show that the levees have Factors of Safety 
equal to or greater than the USACE levee performance criteria.  Levee saturation, 
seepage, piping, and underflow are included within the USACE guidance on use of 
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Factors of Safety for landside slope stability and underseepage.  See also response to 
comment LSJLD2-20. 

LSJLD2-82: Levee stability will be evaluated according to USACE levee performance 
criteria, which includes detailed study as discussed on pages 2-23 through 2-26 of the 
Draft PEIS/R, and in response to comment LSJLD2-20. See also responses to comments 
LSJLD2-23 and LSJLD2-81. 

LSJLD2-83: The roughness values in the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins 
Comprehensive Study UNET Model for the SJR system were not modified from their 
original values, except for the modifications to reflect the setback levees and different 
overbank roughness under project conditions in Reaches 2B and 4B.  The default 
procedure in UNET for computing n-values was applied. See also response to comment 
LSJLD2-70. 

LSJLD2-84:  The UNET model was used to develop water surface profiles for the Flood 
Damage Assessment, as described in Appendix H, "Modeling," of the Draft PEIS/R to 
perform a program-level assessment of potential damages that could occur if levees in 
Reach 2B and Reach 4B1 are strengthened, potentially transferring flood damages to 
other reaches.  The model was not used to evaluate particular levee failure modes. Levee 
failure is addressed through project-level measures in Chapter 2.0, "Description of 
Alternatives," of the Draft PEIS/R, which include maintaining Interim and Restoration 
flows in-channel until data are available to show that the levees have Factors of Safety 
equal to or greater than the USACE levee performance criteria.  Levee saturation, 
seepage, piping, and underflow are included within the USACE guidance on use of 
Factors of Safety for landside slope stability and underseepage.  See also response to 
comment LSJLD2-20. 

LSJLD2-85: This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD2-45. See 
response to comments LSJLD2-45. 

LSJLD2-86: As described on page 1-1 of Appendix N, “Geomorphology, Sediment 
Transport, and Vegetation Assessment,” of the Draft PEIS/R, SRH-1D modeling was 
performed to support the Draft PEIS/R.  This assessment compared geomorphic, 
sediment transport and vegetation response changes between Baseline conditions 
(conditions that would persist into the future without the implementation of the SJRRP) 
and Project Conditions (conditions under implementation of the SJRRP).  The results of 
this modeling supported the need to include actions within the project description to 
manage sediment transport and vegetation.  Those actions are described in Appendix D, 
“Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” and summarized in Section 2.4.3, 
“Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

The change in operations at Friant Dam and the routing of Interim and Restoration flows 
could affect operations and maintenance activities regardless of the alternative selected 
for implementation, including increased flap gate inspection and debris removal, 
operation of flow control structures, levee patrols, vegetation control, and sand 
excavation (these actions are as described in Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and 
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Management Plan,” and summarized in Section 2.4.3, “Physical Monitoring and 
Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R).  Additionally, flows would change the basic 
operations as maintenance activities; those activities currently performed in a dry channel 
would be performed in wet channel conditions. Reclamation would conduct or enter into 
agreements with others to perform such additional maintenance activities and assist the 
local maintaining agencies in the transition from a dry to wet working conditions, made 
necessary as a result of implementing the Settlement. For more information please see 
MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, 
“Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

LSJLD2-87: As described on page 1-1 of Appendix N, “Geomorphology, Sediment 
Transport, and Vegetation Assessment,” of the Draft PEIS/R, SRH-1D modeling was 
performed to support the Draft PEIS/R.  This assessment compared geomorphic, 
sediment transport, and vegetation response changes between Baseline conditions 
(conditions that would persist into the future without the implementation of the 
Settlement) and Project Conditions (conditions under implementation of the Settlement). 
The results of this and other modeling described in the Draft PEIS/R, including the 
results cited in the comment, supported the decision to include actions within all action 
alternatives to minimize increases in flood risk due to Interim and Restoration flows as 
well as actions to manage sediment transport, and vegetation.  Those actions are 
described in Section 2.4.1, “Project-Level Actions,” and Section 2.4.3, “Physical 
Monitoring and Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  Because those actions would 
be implemented as part of the project, impacts from flood, sediment transport or 
vegetation due to the action alternatives would not be expected to occur, and therefore 
mitigation measures would not be necessary.  As discussed in Chapter 10.0, “Geology 
and Soils,” of the Draft PEIS/R, potential impacts of sediment transport are expected to 
be less than significant. 

LSJLD2-88: This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD2-87.  See 
response to comment LSJLD2-87. 

LSJLD2-89: This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD2-87.  See 
response to comment LSJLD2-87. 

LSJLD2-90: Comment noted. Detailed study of potential actions in Reach 4B1 is 
underway as part of the Reach 4B, Eastside Bypass, and Mariposa Bypass Channel and 
Structural Improvements Project.  As a site-specific study with project-level compliance 
for actions addressed at a program-level in the PEIS/R, this study has its own 
NEPA/CEQA documentation, design process, public engagement and scoping. The 
Implementing Agencies appreciate landowner interest and input in site-specific studies.  
More information can be found on the SJRRP Web site at www.restoresjr.net.  Text has 
not been revised. 

LSJLD2-91: Comment noted. Detailed study of potential actions in Reach 4B1 is 
underway as part of the Reach 4B, Eastside Bypass, and Mariposa Bypass Channel and 
Structural Improvements Project.  As a site-specific study with project-level compliance 
for actions addressed at a program-level in the PEIS/R, this study has its own 
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NEPA/CEQA documentation, design process, public engagement and scoping. The 
Implementing Agencies appreciate landowner interest and input in site-specific studies.  
More information can be found on the SJRRP Web site at www.restoresjr.net. Text has 
not been revised. 

LSJLD2-92: This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD2-87.  See 
response to comment LSJLD2-87. 

LSJLD2-93: See Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R for a 
discussion of measures included in all action alternatives to minimize increases in flood 
risk. See also response to comment LSJLD2-87. 

LSJLD2-94: This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD2-87.  See 
response to comment LSJLD2-87. 

LSJLD2-95: This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD2-87.  See 
response to comment LSJLD2-87. 

LSJLD2-96: This comment is substantially similar to comment LSJLD2-87.  See 
response to comment LSJLD2-87. 

Chapter 1.0, “Introduction,” of the Draft PEIS/R identifies the purpose and need of the 
SJRRP, which are consistent with and responsive to the direction provided to the 
Secretary in the Act that states, “[t]he Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized and 
directed to implement the terms and conditions of the Settlement in cooperation with the 
State of California.” The description of alternatives presented in Chapter 2.0, 
“Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, describes a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives, especially given the purpose and objectives of 
implementing the Settlement consistent with the Act. The Interim and Restoration flows, 
described beginning on page 2-17 of the Draft PEIS/R, represent a culmination of 18 
years of evaluations and negotiations of alternative flow schedules and other actions 
leading to the Settlement. For these reasons, and because the Act directs the Secretary to 
implement the terms and conditions of the Settlement in cooperation with the State of 
California, alternatives to the Interim and Restoration flow schedules included in the 
Settlement were not presented or evaluated in the PEIS/R, as they would be highly 
speculative and in violation of the terms and conditions of the Settlement. However in 
consideration of downstream conditions, Interim or Restoration flows could be 
temporarily diverted to the bypass system, and flood flows would continue to be routed 
through the bypass system in accordance with the standard operations of the system. 

See MCR-5, “Adequacy of Purpose and Need, and Range of Alternatives, Under 
NEPA/CEQA,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for 
additional information relevant to this comment. For the reasons set forth above and in 
MCR-5, Reclamation and DWR believe that the Interim and Restoration flows 
considered in the Draft PEIS/R are consistent with the purpose and objectives of 
implementing the Settlement. 
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